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their own sources of power, why isn't it es-
sential to co-ops to do likewise? Of course,
it is obvious that not every REA-financed
cooperative is going to build its own plant.
There are many cases where it is just not
feasible, but the knowledge on the part of
the private supplier that the co-op could get
a G. & T. loan if he needed it seems to me
to be the most valuable bargaining lever
available to the rural system—and actually
it is about the only lever which most of them
have.

The authority to make such loans is al-
ready in the basic REA Act, and it should
remain there. The Congress properly looks
to the discretion of the REA Administrator
in his use of this bargaining tool, and yet
there are many Members of Congress who, in
all good faith, would like to so limit the au-
thority of the Administrator to make G. & T.
loans that this bargalning power would be
completely destroyed. Not only are there
bills pending to destroy this lending power,
or to make it ineffective, but the Appropria-
tions Committee actually wrote Instructions
into the report on its recent appropriation
bill which in effect required the Administra-
tor to turn over the financial statements of
his borrowers to the private companies. I
don't believe that the Appropriations Com-
mittee actually realizes what they are do-
ing—and I don't believe that that commit-
tee had any moral or parliamentary right
to, in effect, write new legislation in its ap-
propriation bill. I protested this action on
the floor but to no avail.

The REA is nothing but a banking insti-
tution. The cooperatives are its customers.
I don't want my banker to turn my financlal
statement over to my competitor, and I don’t
belleve any honest banker would do so. I
don't belleve that it is proper or moral for
the REA Administrator to call in the co-
op’s competitors, tell them what the co-op
proposes to do, and ask them if they can’t
take this information and come up with a
more attractive plan—and yet on page 8
of the report of the House Appropriations
Committee on June 3, 1963, we find the
following wording: “Before public funds are
loaned for power, generation, or transmis-
slon, a majority of the commitiee believes the
REA Administrator, in connection with any
such loan, should make a survey, determine
wherein the existing contract for power or
the proposed contract is unreasonable, ad-
vise the supplier wherein such contract is
unreasonable, and get such contract modi-
fled to make it reasonable. Loans should be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

made only when reasonable contracts can-
not be obtained.” And a little further down
they state that such loans “should not be
made where local private business can meet
the need or where it is determined that the
local borrower will provide unnecessary com-
petition.”

To me this is a clear requirement that the
power companies shall be told what the co-op
proposes and shall then be given an oppor-
tunity to see if they could not beat the co-
op's bid. I think that of course there should
be a clearly established need for the service,
but the power companies should be required
to ignore that need at their own peril.

In other words, it seems to me that the
private power company which deliberately
refuses to provide adequate service or rea-
sonable rates should not be allowed to con-
tinue this policy indefinitely and then when
the co-op makes arrangements to finance
another source of power to be permitted to
come in, make a “death-bed confession” and
plead that it is now ready to glve that which
it would not give until seriously and spe-
cifically threatened with a competitive source
of power. Obviously, if we are to adopt this
policy, and that Is exactly what the Appro-
priations Committee asks us to do, there is
going to be mo pressure whatever on the
private power companies to make any con-
cesslons until after the cooperative has gone
to the REA seeking a G. & T. loan, This
will force every cooperative which needs a
power source to apply for a G. & T. loan.

I therefore repeat, private power companies
should be required to ignore legitimate needs
of the co-ops at their peril. Of course, if
a private power company has offered to meet
the needs of the co-op, before the co-op
takes any steps to get power from another
source, I should think that the Adminis-
trator should, and must, take that into con-
sideration, and if he found that such an
outstanding offer was bona fide and within
the power of the company to perform, then
he would not approve the loan application.

My quarrel with the Appropriations Com-
mittee is not that they want to limit loans
to those Instances where a reasonable supply
of power at reasonable prices cannot be ob-
talned from private sources, but it is in re-
gard to the time at which they want to al-
low the company to make such an offer,
having refused to provide needed power at
proper prices. I do not believe that the
power companies should be privileged to
purge themselves of their default by coming
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in after a cooperative has made other ar-
rangements,

Apain, I would point out that I do not
contend that any power company, in the
absence of a special contract, is under obli-
gation to supply wholesale power to a cooper-
ative, but if it wants this ve busi-
ness it should not be allowed to force the
cooperative to expose its needs and its pos-
sible opportunities of supplying those needs.
The company should be required, if it wants
the business, to make an attractive offer
before, not after, the cooperative applies for
a G. & T. loan.

Of course, the real problem in Congress is
to get the Members of Congress to under-
stand the situation. Most of the Members
of Congress are from large cities and the per-
centage from large cities is rapidly increas-
ing, These Members naturally feel that they
have no interest in REA. It is the respon-
sibility of assoeciations such as yours to edu-
cate these Members. Most of them are fair
if they can but understand the facts. We
should not, however, expect them to have a
very clear understanding when so many Rep-
resentatives from strictly rural areas do not
bother to learn the facts except from power
company lobbyists.

Of course, I know that you cannot match
the power companies in the funds they ex-
pend in lobbying but you can see your Con-
gressman. Each local cooperative can make
it a definite project to present your prob-
lems to your own . I know that
there is a natural disposition to ask: “How
can I influence the Congressman in some-
body else's district?” I would suggest that
except for the big city Congressmen that you
not try to influence ‘the Congressman in
somebody else's district. Every one of you
should be in a position to talk to your own:
Congressman, but there is mighty little rea-
son why Roy Tayror should be concerned
with what the people of Chatham County
want, or why HeErpeRT BoNNEer should be es-
pecially interested in the views of the folks
of Cherokee County.

When it comes to the big citles, I realize
that we must depend more upon a general
basic understanding of the people. Prob-
ably it is here that organizations like National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association can do
its best work, and it is here that you are go-
ing to find attitudes vitally influenced by
party affiliation, but it is also here in the
big cities that you are going to obtain or lose
the majority in Congress which REA must
have if it is to continue to serve our rural
people as it has served them in the past.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalm 19: 14: Let the words of my
mouth and the meditations of my heart
be acceptable in Thy sight, O Lord, my
strength and my redeemer.

Eternal God, our Father, in whose di-
vine wisdom, righteousness, and love, we
trust, we earnestly beseech Thee that
Thou wilt direct us in our halting and
hesitant search for the right solution to
our many difficult national and interna-
tional problems.

‘We pray that our statesmen and dip-
lomats, who are assembling for counsel
and conference, may be blessed with Thy
favor and a special manifestation of Thy
guiding spirit.
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Grant that in these days of darkness
and danger we may not become disheart-
ened and discouraged, but show us how
we may lay hold of the great spiritual
resources with increasing tenacity of
faith.

May our trust in Thee be a blessed
experience and may we make a definite
and distinct contribution to the glorious
adventure of establishing peace on earth
and good will among men.

Hear usin Christ’sname. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF
NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY PAR-
LIAMENTARY CONFERENCE

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 689, 84th

Congress, the Chair appoints as Mem-
bers to the U.S. group of the North
Atlantic Treaty Parliamentary Confer-
ence the following Members on the part
of the House: The gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Hays], Chairman; the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY ] the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. Ropinol;
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
DentoNn]; the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Riversl; the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Arenps]; the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. WeSTLAND] ;
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Linpsay]; and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CHAMBERLAIN].

PERMISSION TO CONSIDER A
CONTINUING RESOLUTION
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
anytime during the coming week to take
up and to consider a House joint resolu-
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tion to provide continuing appropria-
tions.

I have consulted the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. JENsEN] and am assured the
order would have his approval.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

A TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
CHARLES A. HALLECK, MINORITY
LEADER

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, it just
occurs to me that today marks another
milestone in the busy and useful and
eventful life of the distinguished gentle-
man from Indiana, the minority leader
of the House.

I believe he is approaching some 30 or
40 years—more or less, as the case may
be—and am glad to take advantage of
the opportunity to felicitate him and the
House and the country on the admirable
and tactful and gracious manner in
which he has conducted the responsible
and important duties of that great office.
I have always entertained the warmest
admiration for the gentleman—person-
ally and officially—if not politically.

And in this connection it has been in-
teresting to note in the press the wide-
spread and growing sentiment in favor
of his nomination for the Presidency.
May I assure him that he has my ardent
and unqualified support for a position
on that ticket.

But at the same time I would be remiss
in my friendship if I did not also call at-
tention to the fact that in view of the
universal and praectically unanimous
support of the Nation at large, and ap-
parently of an overwhelming majority of
the Senate, of President Kennedy’s peace
treaty, any nomination at San Francisco
will be an entirely futile gesture.

May I extend heartiest congratula-
tions to the gentleman from Indiana and
wish for him many happy returns of the
day. It has been a pleasure and a priv-
ilege to have served with him in the
House,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. In view of the an-
nouncement previously made, the Chair
will recognize the happy event in the life
of our distinguished minority leader and
in this instance will make an exception.

THE HONORABLE CHARLES A.
HALLECK

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
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Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy that the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations has
called the attention of the Members of
the House to the fact that this is the
anniversary of the birth of the distin-
guished minority leader.

One of the rewarding things about
service in the Congress, and one of the
great things about the House of Repre-
sentatives from the standpoint of the
welfare of the country, is the fact this
House does attract and has attracted
over the years many men of outstanding
ability, men of great character and de-
votion to duty. Among the greatest of
the great is my friend, the distinguished
minority leader of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana, CHARLIE HALLECK,
and on this, the anniversary of his birth,
I am pleased to join the gentleman from
Missouri in extending to him many
happy returns of the day, and many more
of them in the years to come.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent fo address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, all of the
Members on this side of the aisle join
with those who spoke a moment ago in
extending our very best birthday wishes
to the minority leader of the House of
Representatives who on two occasions
has been majority leader. We wish for
him the best of luck and good health in
the years to come.

I came to Congress quite a number
of years ago, at approximately the same
time as did our minority leader, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].
He and I have become very warm per-
sonal friends. CHARLIE HALLECK has
been a great and outstanding leader for
our party, he has been and is exceedingly
versatile in many ways. He does his job
extraordinarily well. We have great ad-
miration and respect for him. We have
the utmost confidence in him.

My sincere congratulations to our dis-
tinguished leader on his birthday. We
hope he will have many more. We trust
we will have the benefit of his service in
Congress for many years to come.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I want to
join with the gentleman from Illinois
and others in what they have said about
our outstanding minority leader, CHAR-
LIE HaLLECK. He has had a long and
illustrious career in public service. I
congratulate him on his birthday and
hope that he will be able to continue
serving his district, State, and Nation
for many years in the future.

CALL OF THE HOUSE
Mr. ADATIR. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.
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Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker I move a
call of the House.
A call of the House was ordered.
The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:
[Roll No. 130]

Anderson Elliott Rivers, 5.C.
Baring Gibbons Roberts, Ala.
Blatnik Hanna Shelley
Celler Harvey, Mich. Short

Davis, Tenn. Knox Smith, Va.
Dawson McIntire Whitten
Digegs O'Brien, IIl. Willis

Dorn Pillion Younger
Edwards Powell

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 405
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceietgings under the call were dispensed
with.,

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr, COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1963

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 7885) to
amend further the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, HR. 7885, with
Mr. Rains in the chair.

IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on yesterday the Clerk had
read through section 103, ending in line
4, page 5 of the bill.

Are there any further amendments to
this section?

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, yesterday we wasted no
end of time and it was never possible to
clarify certain maftters because of con-
tinuous conversation on the floor. If
there is any idea that Members want to
get through today with this bill I would
suggest that conversation be held out-
side the Chamber.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
like to say “Amen” to that statement.

The Committee will please be in order.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MRE. MORSE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Morse: On
page 5, immediately after line 4, insert the
following new section:

“Sec, 104. Section 202(a) of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, which
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relates to authorizations for the development
loan fund, is amended by striking the words
‘and $1,500,000,000 for each of the next four
succeeding fiscal years,’ and substituting
therefor the words *, $1,600,000,000 for fiscal
year 1963, and $1,200,000,000 for each of the
next succeeding fiscal years'.”

And renumber the following sections
accordingly.

Mr. MORSE. The effect of the amend-
ment I have offered would be to reduce
from $1,500 million to $1,200 million the
authorization for the development loan
funds in the fiscal years 1964, 1965, and
1966. This amendment will put our au-
thorization more in line with the demon-
strated needs of the program, and will
not, in my view, impair the effectiveness
of our development program.

Under section 202(a) of the 1961 act,
$1.2 billion was authorized for develop-
ment loans in fiscal 1962. Of this
amount, $1,112,500,000 was actually ap-
propriated. In fiscal 1963, for which $1.5
billion was authorized, only $975 million
was appropriated. The Agency for In-
ternational Development has requested
only $1.06 billion of its $1.5 billion au-
thorization for fiscal year 1964. Thus,
over the past 3 years, including 1964, the
funds actually appropriated or requested
to be appropriated have totaled $1,102,-
500,000 less than that which was author-
ized by Congress in 1961.

Under section 202(a) of the 1961 act,
the unappropriated portion of the
amount authorized for any fiscal year
could be appropriated in a subsequent
year in addition to the amount already
authorized for that year, yet the Agency
for International Development has not
included the unexpended amount in its
request for appropriations.

I do not mean to suggest that AID has
been less than alert to its opportunities
and responsibilities in the development
loan field. During the past 5 years AID
has made more than 300 loans totaling
about $3.5 billion to countries in various
stages of growth and development. As
AID has pointed out in its request this
year, a number of countries have become
practically independent of our assist-
ance. A number of others are moving
rapidly toward self-sustaining growth.
We can be proud of the part we have
played in helping them stabilize their
economies, seek new avenues of internal
development, strengthen the private sec-
tors of their economies, and move toward
a more favorable position in world mar-
kets. While we cannot be complacent
about the progress we have made, we
can stop to appraise the present struc-
ture of our program and determine

* whether it is time to make adjustments
in our authorizations for such countries.

The fact that much of the money au-
thorized for development loans has not
been spent does not indicate a decreasing
need for economic development in many
areas of the world. Rather it indicates
that the character of our program has
changed considerably since 1961.

It further indicates that we are receiv-
ing a far greater degree of cooperation
from other free world nations than we
have in the past.

For example, the Development Assist-
ance Committee of the OECD is now
providing about 40 percent of total free
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world bilateral aid. These developments
are extremely heartening, and they coin-
cide with suggestions made by the Presi-
dent, the Foreign Affairs Committee, the
Clay Committee and many other experts
in the foreign assistance field.

In the light of our own halance-of-
payments problems, it seems to me we
should cut back our assistance authoriza-
tions whenever such action is consistent
with our national interest.

This is such an occasion, Mr. Chair-
man. Decreasing our development loan
authorizations for fiscal years 1964, 1965,
and 1966 will more accurately reflect the
demonstrated need for this part of our
assistance effort without weakening its
effectiveness.

Iurge the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
nothing but a paper cut. Let us go
back to the Mutual Security Act of
1961. The House will remember that
the bill, as it passed the House, had the
Treasury borrowing authority stricken
from the bill and provided for a 1-year
development loan program as a result
of the so-called Saund amendment. The
bill, as it passed the other body, pro-
vided for a 5-year development loan pro-
gram with authority to borrow from the
Treasury $1,700 million per year over a
5-year period.

As the chairman of the House Commit-
tee of Conference, it was my duty to go
to conference and oppose the Treasury
borrowing principle, which I did. But I
did not do it until I came back here and
consulted the leaders on both sides of the
House, the leaders of the minority and
the leaders on the majority side. We
worked out a compromise arrangement
for a long-range development loan pro-
gram, where we authorized annual ap-
propriations of $1,500 million a year for
5 years. We lowered the figure to $1,500
million a cut of $200 million below the
Senate authorization of $1,700 million a
year projected over a period ending in
fiscal year 1966.

As the gentleman from Massachusetts
said, the Executive did not request the
full amount of the money authorized al-
though $1,500 million was authorized.
In 1963, only $975 million was appro-
priated and, this year they requested an
appropriation of only $1,060 million.

I have great faith in the Committee on
Appropriations and especially the Sub-
committee on Foreign Aid Appropria-
tions. They are going to screen the De-
velopment Loan Fund requirements very
carefully before approving an appropria-
tion. As I said, this is only a paper cut.
This is not going to cut a dime out of the
bill or require any reduction of the appro-
priation. The authorization is already
contained in existing law. The bill au-
thorizing the money for fiscal years 1964,
1965, and 1966 was signed by the Presi-
dent in 1961. We have an established
Development Loan Fund projected until
1966, and I cannot see any reason why
the House should now backtrack and
make a paper cut.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has
expired.
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The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MoRrsg]. .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Morsg) there
were—ayes 52, noes 90.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Morse and
Mr. HaYS.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
129, noes 154.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 5, line 5:

TITLE II—DEVELOPMENT GRANTS AND TECHNICAL
COOPERATION

BEC. 104, Title II of chapter 2 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to development
grants and technical cooperation, is amended
as follows:

“(a) Section 211(a), which relates to gen-
eral authority, is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘and’ at the end of
clause (5) contained in the second sentence
thereof; and

“(2) by inserting immediately before the
period at the end of the second sentence the
following: ‘, and (7) whether such activity
could be financed through a development
loan avallable under title I of this chapter’.

“(b) In section 212, which relates to au-
thorization, strike out ‘1963' and ‘$300,000,-
000" and substitute ‘1964’ and ‘$217,000,000',
respectively.

“(c) Amend section 214, which relates to
American schools and hospitals abroad, as
follows:

“(1) In subsection (a) strike out ‘use, in
addition to other funds available for such
purposes, funds made available for the pur-
poses of section 211 for' and substitute the
word ‘furnish’.

“(2) In subsection (b) strike out ‘to use’
and ‘foreign currencies accruing to the
United States Government under any Act, for
purposes of subsection (a) of this section
and for' and substitute ‘to furnish' before
the word ‘assistance’.

“(3) Add the following new subsection:

*“‘(¢) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President for the purposes
of this section, for the fiscal year 1964,
$12,000,000, to remain avallable until ex-
pended. Of the sums authorized to be ap-
propriated under this subsection, not to ex-
ceed $2,200,000 shall be available for direct
dollar costs in carrying out subsection (b)
and $2,000,000 shall be available solely for
the purchase of foreign currencies accruing
t.Ao the United States Government under any

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have taken this fime
principally to inquire of the distinguished
chairman of the committee handling this
bill as to the project about which many
Members in the House feel a genuine
concern and have felt such concern for
a number of years.

Mr. Chairman, in previous considera-
tions of this bill the chairman of the
committee has made it very clear that
the funds in this bill are designed to as-
sist Project Hope, which is the mercy
ship operated by the People-to-People
Foundation, and which has rendered so
much beneficial help to the people of
Vietnam and most recently in Peru in
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trying to meet the health problems in
these underdeveloped countries and to
give assistance in training doctors and
public health personnel to better cope
with the diseases and the lack of medi-
cal training and medical personnel avail-
able in those countries.

Mr. Chairman, I know based upon let-
ters which I have read recenfly by As-
sistant Secretary of State Fred Dutton
and by Mr. David Bell, the very able Ad-
ministrator of AID, that this project is
regarded very highly for the contribu-
tions that it has made.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. MoRGAN]
has indicated his interest and support in
this project in the past. I would like,
however, to obtain an expression from
the chairman of the committee as to the
gentleman'’s feelings about funds for this
purpose in the section now under con-
sideration,

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I want to say to
the gentleman that I am very familiar
with Project Hope. As a physician I
have had many of my friends take part
in this very worthy project. I feel con-
fident that under section 104, subsection
(¢), the administration would have au-
thority, if money were available, to make
loans or grants under this section.

The gentleman recalls that back in
1960, I believe it was, Project Hope did
borrow $1 million from the mutual se-
curity program. Their payments on
their loan are on schedule. I think they
have repaid $30,000 of the loan.

This has been a project, financed by
private fundraising. I feel thati this is
a very worthwhile project for helping
other peoples of the world that could
be assisted under the authority of sec-
tion 104(e). Ithink it would be a worth-
while project.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania very much.
Of course, the prineipal funds for Project
Hope do come from private subscription.
The physicians who participate in the
program donate their services and do
not require any payment from the Gov-
ernment or from any source for what
they give to the project. The great
pharmaceutical houses of the country
contribute millions of dollars in medi-
cines and supplies for this project.

I think when our Government makes
a contribution to aid in meeting the op-
erating differential costs which are nec-
essary to keep American seamen aboard
it and the American flag flying on it—in-
cidentally, it is also flying proudly the
Alliance for Progress flag in Latin Amer-
ica—that we are making a solid contri-
bution to a very worthwhile project.

Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the
statement of the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MoRrGAN].

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. There is just one
point which the gentleman neglected to
emphasize. I should like to point that
up. That is the fact that this project
also, according to the unanimous testi-
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mony of our U.S. Ambassador in the
countries which it has visited, has made
a tremendous impact upon the people of
those countries, one that has been favor-
able to us and helpful to our foreign
policy.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
tleman for that comment.

Mr. Chairman, there is no question
about the fact that it has made a tre-
mendous impact. Forty-six thousand
people in Peru were directly benefited
through medical attention and help dur-
ing the recent cruise to Peru. I am in-
formed that when rioting was taking
place and the American flag was being
stoned and attacked in some parts of
Peru, no gesture of any kind, no attack
of any kind, was made upon Project
Hope where it was anchored at Tru-
jillo in Peru. As a matter of fact, the
community support for the project was
overwhelming.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WYMAN

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WyManN: “On
page 5, strike out lines 19 through 21, inclu-
sive, and on page 5, line 23, strike out *(c)’
and insert in lieu thereof ‘(b)'.”

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, there is
nothing complicated about the amend-
ment I have offered. It would end a por-
tion of our foreign giveaway. I have
waited some 14 years for the opportunity
to put a question like this before the
House and before the Congress. I used
to serve as counsel for the watchdog
committee on foreign aid programs way
back 14 years ago, and I have deep con-
victions that the levels, policies, and ad-
ministration of our foreign aid program
has wasted billions of tax dollars,

My amendment would knock out a
portion of the outright gift of money in
the foreign aid program; $217 million
in lines 19 to 21 would come out if this
amendment is agreed to.

I would like to make it clear to the
House this amendment deals with gifts
of American tax dollars, not loans. It
does not deal with the Alliance for Prog-
ress. It does not affect money in con-
nection with the so-called claimed-to-be
strategic section dealing with supporting
assistance. This would cut out and end
ﬁutright gifts to the extent of $217 mil-

on,

If you will look at page 2 of the com-
mittee’s report you will find $6.7 billion
is still in the pipeline even if not a single
dollar is authorized today.

Mr. Chairman, this program ought to
be ended here and now to the extent it
is on a giveaway basis. We have been
giving away billions of dollars for years
as an integral part of the foreign policy
of the United States. Our national debt
now is over $308 billion and mounting at
the rate of a billion dollars a month—
$217 million in added gifts from a nation
$308 billion in the red is resented by our
people.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
have had enough of these foreign aid
handouts. In the grassroots of America
they want this sort of boondoggle ended
once and for all. Put your ears to the
ground and listen. If you do not hear the
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peoples’ protests now, I assure you you
will hear them next fall. To those who
say if we cut off our aid and gifts we are
playing into the hands of the Com-
munists, I say, Mr. Chairman, I have
helped to fight against communism for
many, many years, and, mark this well,
there is nothing the Communists would
like any more than to see this country
spend itself broke with these continued
foreign giveaways.

To those who are concerned about our
image—and I would like to make it clear
I do not impugn the sincerity of any of
the gentlemen who have expressed that
thought—to those who are concerned
about our image abroad may I say that
our image abroad during the past 14
years has been one of increasing aston-
ishment, as the people over there and
around the world have come to the con-
clusion that Americans are some kind of
genial jackasses with more money than
brains and Mr. Chairman we are run-
ning out of money. I hope we still have
enough brains left to end this foolishness.

With the country in the financial shape
it is, the people are demanding that we
do not give away any more of our money.
If Timbuktu or some distant land needs
sidewalks or some other improvement,
they should borrow the money for that.
Nothing in this amendment affects the
lending authority proposed.

To those who raise the security ques-
tion, the President has $380 million
under section 108 to give away. This
amendment does not affect these mil-
lions. But as far as outright gifts and
grants are concerned, I say let us act for
America for once. Let us keep faith with
our own people. If we do this our image
will have been strengthened, not weak-
ened. So will our self-respect. We in
this House are closest to the people. We
owe it to our people to lay a greater
emphasis on representing them for a
change.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WYMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. BARRY. In view of the limitation
of 2 percent on development placed in
the bill yesterday, how would underdevel-
oped countries build their water supply
systems?

Does the gentleman from Missouri
wish me to yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. I say borrow it.

Mr. WYMAN. If the gentleman will
look at the proper sections of the bill he
will find that there is appropriated un-
der another section of this bill $380 mil-
lion which is given to the President for
so-called support assistance. Almost a
blank check. This is also grant—gift—
money.

From such funds it would be possible
for this kind of loan to be made, what-
ever country may be concerned. But
these countries can borrow from this
country on extremely liberal terms
over 40 years. I do not think they can
get terms like that anywhere else in the
world.

Mr. BARRY. I have great respect for
the gentleman’s sincerity. I wish how-
ever to point out, that if we were to lend
over $1 billion this year, which we are
authorized to do under our development



15564

loan program, we would charge only
$300 million in interest, were the inter-
est rate to remain at the rate prior to
our putting in the 2-percent limitation
yesterday; but now we are imposing an
additional $500 million obligation on the
repaying countries for the $1 billion that
we are lending them. In other words,
a total of $800 million will now be col-
lectible by the United States on $1 bil-
lion of development loan funds.

Mr. WYMAN. Over a 40-year period
it should.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, and ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would take out the complete
section which finances the point 4
program. This has been a part of our
foreign aid program dating back to 1949.
In my opinion this is the most effective
part of the program. This is the money
that finances the sending of American
technicians into these undeveloped
countries. Under this program we have
5,000 of them overseas including teach-
ers, engineers, surveyors, and other spe-
cialists, helping these undeveloped
countries. This money is not all pack-
aged up in bushel baskets to be handed
out to countries as grants. This is the
point 4 program. If we are ever going
to help these underdeveloped countries
to develop their own resources we are
going to help them by means of a pro-
gram like this.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Sometimes this program
is known as the technical assistance pro-
gram. Is that correct?

Mr. MORGAN. That is correct.

Mr. HAYS. Is it not true that there
is not a religious group in the United
States, Protestant, Catholie, Jewish, or
what have you, that does not endorse
this program?

Mr. MORGAN. One thousand per-
cent correct.

The committee went over this section
very well. The executive asked for $257
million. We screened the projects, and
we cut the bill. We cut this section by
$40 million, a substantial cut. Under
this program we bring many people from
undeveloped countries to this country
for training. This is not actually a pro-
gram, as the gentleman seemed to indi-
cate where we take this money over
there and give it away.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle~
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Do they pay us any-
thing back on this?

Mr. MORGAN, Most of this money
goes to pay for our own people we send
over there. Their salaries are paid out
of this.

Mr. WYMAN. Their salaries are paid
under this authorization?

Mr. MORGAN. Their salaries are
paid out of this authorization, but we are

will
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not giving this money to foreign coun-
tries.

Mr. WYMAN. Is all of this not an
outright grant or gift for the purpose of
technical assistance in point 4 as well as
these salaries? Is it all not an outright
gift?

Mr. MORGAN. If this troubled world
needs any kind of economic aid, it needs
this technical assistance program.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. KELLY. Is it not true that
American programs in the United States
have benefited by this program?

Mr. MORGAN. It supplements the
work of CARE, the Red Cross, and simi-
lar organizations.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words, and ask unanimous consent to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I support
the amendment. I should like to add
to what the gentleman said about for-
eigners being unable to understand how
we can be suckers enough to give away
all this money.

Let me quote very briefly from the
London Weekly Review, under date of
August 2 of this year. After asking in
effect, the question of, “How can they
be doing these things?" it says:

The true cause of the dollar's weakness
is the huge sums doled out by America to
Communist or semi-Communist countries.
Not only is this money being used against
American interests, but it is causing the
drain on America's vital reserves.

If this were not actually happening, no
one would believe such an incredible policy
to be poesible. What influence behind the
state scene compels this suicidal policy?

The chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House says this
fund promotes technical assistance
throughout the world. I hope there are
enough of these books available, a copy
of which I have here, that are put out
by the Agency for International Develop-
ment entitled “Current Technical Service
Contracts,” so that every Member who
would like to see what is going on can
get a look at some of these contracts and
the amounts of the contracts; the con-
sultants that are being hired and sent
out all over the world. There is $438
million worth of contracts and consul-
tants represented in this one book.

Mr. LATRD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS.
man.

Mr. LAIRD. Our friend, the gentle-
man from New York, used as an ex-
ample, Tunisia and the waterworks proj-
ect that might possibly be built in Tu-
nisia through funds authorized by this
particular section in the bill. I would
like to bring to the attention of the gen-
tleman from Iowa and our friend, the
gentleman from New York, that we have
a Public Law 480 program in Tunisia
which is generating annually approxi-
mately $9 million of the currency of
Tunisia. These funds, which are in two

I yield to the gentle-
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categories—counterpart and U.S.-owned,
are available for economic development
purposes in Tunisia, and could be made
available for the waterworks project
which the gentleman from New York
is worried about. I do not think Tunisia
is a very good example for the gentleman
to use.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. I would like to call at-
tention again to the Members of the
House, if they have considered this whole
question in the report of the committee
which talks about this grant criteria
which indicates a different picture than
the chairman just indicated.

On page 13, it appears the committee
itself says:

Over the past several years there has been
a slight decline in development grant and
technical cooperation programs in warious
countries as a result of greater use of loans.

Then a little bit below it says that they
cut the authorization to $217 million and
they state:

There is a perceptible trend toward loans
in lieu of grants, a trend which the commit-
tee wishes to encourage.

Then, further in the report on page
50, we find in the report the committee
itself has inserted a new condition in
italics:

Whether such activity could be financed
through a development loan available under
title I of this chapter.

I would like to observe this, Mr.
Chairman. We need more attention to
the needs of America and the needs of
this country rather than the undevel-
oped countries on this grant basis.
There is plenty of money in this pro-
gram and plenty of money in the pipe-
line to take care of this situation. But
at this point, the resentment of the
American people is focused on this fact
and they want this kind of grant cut out
of our program.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from New Hampshire, who, in his first
year in Congress is making excellent con-
tributions to this debate.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MORGAN. I just want to clear
up something that the gentleman men-
tioned. Of course, wherever an undevel-
oped country recovers as a result of tech-
nical assistance, we want to shift from
a grant basis to a loan program, and that
is what the report says.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman
agree with me, there is no under-
developed country anywhere in the
world—not a single one that has been
left untouched to the tune of several mil-
lion up to several billion dollars of
American cash?

Mr. MORGAN. Oh, yes, there are un-
derdeveloped countries throughout the
world that can be helped.

Mr. GROSS. I do not know of a
single country that has been left un-
touched.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.
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Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that if
there were any single section of this bill
that ought not to be cut out it is this
section. This is the section that has
done, in my opinion, more good than any-
thing in the foreign aid program. This
section gets down to the grass roots and
it gets down to the things that need to be
done. As I said earlier, there was not
a single religious group that has not
written to this committee or that has not
testified before this committee in sup-
port of this section. I do not agree with
what the gentleman says about the image
of America. I have traveled abroad—
sometimes my opponents say, too
much—but I have successfully weathered
that. And I do not profess, as he ap-
parently doessto be.an expert on jack-
asses, but I,do not'think the people of
the world b Americans are that. I
think the people of the world who have
had the benefit of the expenditures under
the technical assistance program think
this is an American program that is de-
signed to help them to find the way to
live like human beings.

This is a program that goes to the
village level. This is a program that
teaches them how to bore a hole in the
ground to get water instead of drinking
out of some contaminated stream.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the distin-
guished majority whip.

Mr. BOGGS. I would like to concur
wholeheartedly in what the gentleman
is saying. I know of contracts that have
been entered into under this program
involving medical programs which have
done tremendous good, particularly in
Latin America. We are concerned about
the spread of Castroism and we are con-
cerned about what has happened in
Cuba, but undramatically and without
fanfare and without publicity these pro-
grams have been carried on which have
done much to defeat Castroism and
commy :

I will give you an example or two.
This agency made a contract with Tu-
lane and Louisiana State University
Medical Schools to go into Colombia, one
of our neighbors in South America.
That country was literally scourged with
a disease called yaws, which disease ecan
be cured, as most of us know, by the use
of simple antibiotics. Today those peo-
ple who suffered from a crippling ailment
which incapacitated them completely
are, most of them, operating through
this program, cured. In my judgment,
that does more to stop communism and
create a proper image of the United
States of America working through our
established universities and research
grants and so on than anything that I
can think of. To defeat this program,
in my judgment, would be the finest
thing we can do to help the spread of
communism in Latin America.

Mr. HAYS. Ithank the gentleman for
his contribution. I just want to say that
this is the program which is the theme
of the book “The Ugly American.” You
hear that book quoted in many places and
you hear it quoted as criticising parts of
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the program. However, the hero of the
book, the man who made friends for
America, was a technician who was out
there working under the point 4 program
down at the village level, helping the
people to help themselves. If we want
to help these underdeveloped countries
and help them to help themselves, this is
the one program to do that and it is the
last thing we ought to cut out of this
bill.

I want to say to you I am going to vote
for some cuts in this bill and for some
amendments offered on the other side,
but I plead for you to vote against the
amendment on this one. This is the
heart of the program and this is the
thing that is making friends for America
in the world. If you want to destroy
that, then I say vote for this amendment.

Mr., WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to revise and extend my remarks
and proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I had
intended to speak at this time in favor
of the amendment. In view of the
points made by the gentleman from
Ohio and the gentleman from Louisiana,
I realize that, like many things, there
are many illustrations and examples of
what is done that are good. However,
this program in the overall is so bad,
and I believe now dangerous, that we
need, after 15 or 18 years, to begin to
wake up to the fact that this type of
foreign policy has failed and that it is
high time that we begin to review it and
see if we do not need to approach this
thing in some other way.

Now, with reference to the particular
point before us, I happen to serve, as you
know, on the Subcommittee on Defense
of the Committee on Appropriations,
where we have a chance to go into these
subjects perhaps less thoroughly, may
I say, than the members of this com-
mittee. I happen to have the problem
of getting through the Congress the
funds for the Department of Agriculture,
at least I serve as chairman of the sub-
committee. Let me tell you that in this
program, despite the fine work men-
tioned by the gentleman from Louisiana
and the gentleman from Ohio, a few
years ago when our agricultural com-
modities were backing up on the United
States to the extent of billions of dollars
worth and such commodities were being
counted by the Department to reduce
the acreage in the United States, putting
thousands of Americans out of business,
our investigation showed that our Gov-
ernment through this program was pay-
ing 728 agricultural experts to increase
the agricultural produection in the com-
petitive countries to us around the world,
and that is a matter of record.

May I say to you at this time that our
Nation promoted the Common Market
in Europe on the theory that it would
strengthen these countries so they could
help defend us. Now it has gotten
strong and we are there on their door-
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step beseeching them not to exclude our
commodities from coming in. And if
we are excluded, may I say to you they
will be able to do it because the very
commodities that in the past the United
States exported to the Common Market
countries, they can now get from other
foreign countries whom we put into
business for export.

Mr, Chairman, I supported the Greek-
Turkish loan and for a number of years,
in my district thereafter I said that if
I bhad to cast the deciding vote, I would
have voted for it, because it was the
only foreign policy that we had. Time
has passed. We should have learned;
but how long will it take us to wake up?
Do you not realize that in foreign aid
we are sticking ourselves and our money
into the internal affairs of 100 countries
around the world, underwriting the pow-
ers that be, so that the other side will
hate us as soon as they kick the present
authorities out?

Take the situation in Vietnam. I
heard the testimony of our experts about
Vietnam. We are trying to make vil-
lages that never heard of a central gov-
ernment submit to a central government
of our choosing. Yes, and talk about re-
ligious freedom—just read the pages of
the daily newspapers.

We talk about Cuba. Our problem in
Cuba was because of this. We had com-
mitted ourselves around the world, when
we had the atomic bomb and Russia did
not, and we said, “We will take care of
you”; we said that right and left around
the world. And this is a matter of
record.

Then when Russia, through Castro,
moved into Cuba, there is no doubt we
could have shoved them out, but we had
gotten ourselves so extended around the
world that we could not shove them out
without being forced out of a half dozen
places ourselves.

And then right here in the United
States, it is my recollection that we
voted out $600 million right off to South
and Central America without even a
plan, in an effort to try to slow the
march of events in Central and South
America and in effect pay tribute to keep
them from following Cuba.

You cannot go into the other fellow's
country with your money and your per-
sonnel, with your people, and make them
submit to the powers that be, the gov-
ernment that we choose, without the
other side hating us as soon as they
do kick them out. And you can look
around the world today and see that this
has happened in many places.

As long as we are overextended, as
long as we have promises that we cannot
carry out around the world, you are going
to see what will happen to our Govern-
ment in places other than Cuba, in my
opinion. Even now many are bowing and
seraping to Castro. Of course, we could
whip him in a minute, but we cannot in
view of all this involvement in the four
corners of the world.

Mr. Chairman, I do not say that I
have been right through the years, but I
do say when you look around us today
and see that things are worse instead
of better, then it is high time that we
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looked at this program to see if perhaps
we need some other approach.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would
be the last one, may I say to my distin-
guished colleague, to say that there have
not been mistakes in the point 4
program. The gentleman mentioned
Vietnam. The military setup in this
bill is almost sacred and the effort in
Vietnam has been military. Who is go-
ing to sit here this afternoon and say
that that has been a howling success?

Certainly there have been some mis-
takes in the point 4 program. As I
said I would be the last to deny it, be-
cause probably nobody has been more
critical of these people than I have be-
fore the committee. But because there
have been mistakes, are you going to
wipe out all of the good, do away with
all of the technical assistance, wipe out
the one part of the program that the
groups who have really been in the field,
the missionaries, the religious groups,
say is good? Are you going to wipe that
out and leave the sad spectacle of what
is going on in Vietnam and other places,
where the operations are purely mili-
tary?

Mr. WHITTEN. I recognize the two
points that the gentleman made earlier.
Let me read to you briefly, if I may, from
the CowcressioNalL REecorp. I think it
is generally accepted that our friend,
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Pass-
MaN]1, longtime chairman of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee which handles
the foreign aid appropriation, probably
knows as much about this bill and about
this program as anybody. I think no-
body on the floor would disagree with
that. I agree with what he said to us
last year.

I quote:

Now I want to make the following 11
statements:

First. The appropriations for foreign aid,
including interest on the public debt for
fiscal 1963 on the money that we have bor-
rowed to give away, and back-door financing
will exceed $12 billion this year,

Second. The foreign aid program is a
major factor contributing to the continuing
annual increase in our public debt.

Third. Foreign aid is primarily responsi-
ble for our annual budget deficits.

Fourth. Foreign aid Is almost entirely re-
sponstble for our halance-ot-payments
deficit.

Fifth. Foreign aid is responsible to a very
large extent for the flight of our disappear-
ing gold reserves to other nationals all over
the world.

Sixth. The cost of foreign aid is the major
reason for our evar—lnmastng nonoompet!-—
tive position in world markets,

Seventh. Foreign aid is rapidly depleting
our wealth and resources,

Eighth. The claim to the effect that 80
percent of our foreign aid money is spent
in America and thereby creates prosperity is
a myth, and a calculated misrepresentation
intended to keep the American people sup-
porting the program. Foreign aid contracts
are now carefully shuffled out to manufac-
turers, schools, colleges, universities, work-
shops and consultants in the 50 States of the
Union, so as to attract support and cause
it to appear that this giveaway of our wealth
is making our Nation prosperous.
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Ninth. The forelgn ald program as pres-
ently operated is uncontrolled and uncon-
trollable.

Tenth. Many of the nations which are re-
cipients of our ald are rapidly losing faith
in America’s ability to manage its economic
and monetary systems.

Eleventh. We are, in this bill, setting up
the machinery by which to borrow money
from former and present aid-recipient na-
tions in order to indirectly finance the aid
program for this year if other means fail.

Mr. Chairman, that is a statement
from the chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee on Foreign Aid, made to
the Members of this House last year.

May I make this one statement: I
repeat, if ever in history any group has
made speeches, every one of which on
this bill up to now indicates that there
should be a thorough review of our for-
eign policy, you have done it, you have
done it, and all of the rest.

Mr. Chairman, I plead in the interest
of our own safety and security that you
gentlemen with this responsibility real-
ize that you are going to have to draw
some lines, take a look at it, and let us
pull in our ducks where we can protect
them, instead of inviting the Castros in
Cuba that we are helpless to push out.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman has
made a broadside attack on certain areas
of foreign aid. But does the gentleman
realize the impact that this amendment
would have? It would strike the entire
development grant program around the
world. Does the gentleman realize the
impact that it might have on the ma-
laria control program? Does the gen-
tleman realize the impact that it might
have on training people in Africa and
newly emerging nations? Do we know,
based upon anything that has been said
here by the gentleman or the author of
the amendment, what the worldwide im-
pact of this amendment would be?

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say this to
my majority leader? May I say that
the motion I made was to strike out the
requisite number of words, because I be-
lieve that this should be done thorough-
ly and with our eyes open, because of
the points that the gentleman from
Oklahoma has made.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Oklahoma mentioned the Congo. There
is an example of what we have done.
Our Nation did not insist that other
Congo provinces be subjected to Ka-
tanga Province, which had shown some
ability to govern itself. No, this Nation
through the foreign aid-United Nations
approach made the Katanga Province
subject itself to the central government,
of the Congo, neither provinee of which
has ever shown any ability to govern it-
self.

May I say again that I do not know
of a single speech that has been made
in behalf of this bill which did not show
the need to review foreign aid and the
United Nations approach and change
our direction.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have a profound re-
spect for my friend and colleague from
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my neighboring State of Mississippi who
just addressed the Committee. But if
my memory serves me correctly, the gen-
tleman has never supported this pro-
gram.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTEN. I supported the
Greek-Turkish loan but I have not voted
for it since. I repeatedly said in earlier
years that if it took my vote to pass the
Marshall plan I probably would vote for
it because it represented the only foreign
policy we had. I said subsequently I
would not vote for it under any condi-
tion because of what the years have
shown. It is competing on production
we have promoted for export, I pointed
out. ~E.

Mr. BOGGS. I' have not ted
the gentleman’s position. I lad the
gentleman said that since the Greek-
Turkish program he had not voted for
any of these programs, which would
mean the Marshall plan and all of the
other programs that have come along
since the conclusion of World War II.

I realize that the gentleman has made
a broadside attack also on the whole for-
eign policy of the Government of the
United States. I think in order to set
the record straight we should look back
just a little bit and realize that back in
1952 this country changed administra-
tions and we elected a great general as
President of the TUnited States. He
brought in his own team.

He brought in his own team and called
it a team, as a matter of fact. He
brought in Mr. John Foster Dulles as
Secretary of State, a distinguished
American, now gone to his reward. He
brought in other people. He brought in
a former Governor of Massachusetts
and a former Member of this body, Gov-
ernor Herter, as Secretary of State later
in his administration.

Throughout the 8 years of the Repub-
lican administration teams went all over
the world looking at the foreign aid pro-
gram, mutual assistance program, the
Development Loan Fund, the predecessor
to the Alliance for Progress program,
and so on. Did they change them?
They did not. Did President Eisenhower
say this program was ineffectual and that
we ought to abandon it? He did not.
Did Secretary Dulles say we should
abandon it? He did not.

I would be the last person on earth
to say there are not difficulties and prob-
lems, maladministration, and misinfor-
mation, in a program of this kind. Cer-
tainly there is. We are the leading na-
tion in the world. How does the gentle-
man from Mississippi propose that we
maintain our leadership if we are not a
part of the world? I wonder where the
notion comes from that we can be the
richest nation on earth, the strongest
nation on earth, and yet not participate
in the affairs of the earth? That is
really what is involved here.

The gentleman from Mississippi did
not speak to the specific amendment. He
did not speak to the specific proposal.
But if we abandon this part of the pro-
grams we are not saying to the world
that we will not share any of our wealth,
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any of our supply of material resources.
What we would be saying to the world
is that we will not share our knowledge,
we will not share our know-how.

The gentleman from Mississippi com-
plains about our teaching people in back-
ward places how to grow food because it
may be competitive. What does the
gentlemen want to do? Does he want
us to let them starve to death so that
we can have some more Public Law 480
prorgams and send it to them free so we
can pay his farmers and the farmers
in my State?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS. Iyield to the genfleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. The gentleman from Mis-
sissippi complained about the growing
of food while we are piling up surpluses.
Does the gentleman think there would be
any hungry people in any foreign coun-
try or in this country if they could af-
ford to buy those surpluses? We are
trying to teach them how to help them-
selves to fight hunger.

Mr. BOGGS. The population of this
earth is exploding. All of us know that.
The population all over this earth is
growing at a tremendous rate. Are we
going to say to peoples living everywhere
that we will not share our know-how
with them?

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, I can no longer remain
silent in this debate. I have great re-
spect for my distinguished colleague
from New Hampshire, I, too, am con-
cerned about some of the costs involved
in the foreign aid program. I am sure
that we do have clear balance-of-pay-
ments problems, and I believe we can
cut down on some of our foreign aid
costs in some areas.

But it seems to me that the debate in
the House has not been directed clearly
and affirmatively to leaving with the
various embassies and the chiefs of mis-
sion that we have throughout the world
the tools and the flexibility with which
to conduct effective and well admin-
istered foreign aid programs. I do not
believe that it is wise to support a propo-
sition that would raise our loans from
three-fourths of 1 percent to 2 percent.
This reduces the flexibility.

Very clearly there are some areas of
the world where we must make low in-
terest loans. We must help build roads
and other public facilities. This can
only be conducted by some of the gov-
ernments. There are no free enterprise
entities to do it. To the extent we do
not help in the construction of some
public facilities which are not revenue
producing we can also hurt the develop-
ment of the private sector in many of
these countries.

In the case of the technical assistance
program—+this program can be and over
the years has been very important.
This is the guts of our foreign aid pro-
gram. A number of administrations
have supported it. It is essential, in my
opinion, in many areas of the world.

If we wish to cut foreign aid, that is
one matter, but let us not cut the tools
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and the flexibility of our program. Let
us not handcuff our ambassadors in the
field.

In the TC programs there are a num-
ber that have been phased out. I was
one of those who on instructions from
the State Department phased out our
first TC program in Israel, because in
that country they had developed the skills
and techniques necessary. The program
had served its purpose and Israel was
already exporting some of these skills.

I can assure you in all earnestness that
this TC and development grant program
is important. It has been the backbone
of our USOM and AID missions. I
believe it is essential to the effectiveness
of our foreign aid program. A number
of these TC programs can be phased out,
but we should by all means support, and
vigorously support, the TC programs in
a number of areas where we need tech-
nical experts, where Americans have to
go in and help the people in eonnection
with health, agriculture, industry, mar-
keting, schools, public administration,
and a variety of technical services. This
I think is essential.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REID of New York.
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. BOGGS. I should like to compli-
ment the gentleman. I happen to have
had the good fortune of visiting the gen-
tleman when he served with distinction
as one of our Ambassadors. I congratu-
late him on the statement he is making.
The gentleman speaks from experience.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I, too,should
like to compliment the gentleman on his
statement. He has underlined the im-
portance of the technical assistance pro-
gram, which is now under consideration.
In view of the action taken yesterday
with respect to development loans, and
the acceptance of a floor on the interest
rate which can be charged, these devel-
opment grants become even more im-
portant, rather than less important.
They are an essential part of the foreign
aid program itself.

Mr. REID of New York. I quite agree
with the distinguished gentleman from
New Jersey. This is very important. I
think it is important to our foreign aid
program. I hope the House will support
our ambassadors in the field and give
them the tools to do an effective kind of
job or else administer the kind of job
that our country should have and the
kind of job that is essential to further
social and economic justice and to the
cause of freedom and independence of
many countries throughout the world.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. In line with the
gentleman's statement, I should like to
state that under this grant program we
have presently over 70 contracts with
American universities. We have over
5,000 technicians from the universities
in the field.

I yield to the
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I would like to point out we have 5,000
technicians from the underdeveloped
countries presently studying in American
universities. So we are creating a dia-
log with people from foreign countries
and underdeveloped countries and also
establishing person-to-person contacts
in those countries that will be mutually
beneficial, and I compliment the gentle-
man, who shares the views expressed by
former President Eisenhower.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr., Chairman, I share the opinion
as expressed in the gentleman’s re-
marks that the guts of the program at
one time was in the point 4 program.
In fact the theory of foreign aid was
very much in this area. When you talk
about the amount though, which is now
down to around $200 million or there-
abouts, it becomes very obvious what has
happened to the basic theory of foreign
aid. When we hear some of the com-
ments that were made by people who
are knowledgeable, including the ma-
jority leader, talking about malaria con-
trol which has nothing to do with this
particular program, or my good friend,
the gentleman from New York, who talks
in terms of a water project in Morocco,
which is better suited to fit under a loan
program, certainly in my judgment, we
begin to realize how far removed we
are from these basic concepts. May I
say this, the real theory behind the
point 4 program, which I share by the
way, is the person-to-person approach.
Back in 1954, the feeling was that the
best way to move forward in our foreign
aid programs, the theories of which
I have supported, was to do as much
as we can through the private sector.
I offered an amendment which became
law to the Internal Revenue Code to pro-
vide an additional 10 percent reduction
for donations to churches, hospitals and
educational institutions. I was anxious
to channel as much help into the real
person-to-person programs, which are in
the private sector. These have been our
missionary programs, and I do not mean
just our church missions but I mean
our educational missions and our pub-
lic health missions, in the private sector.
And I heard their names taken in this
debate, to me, almost in vain, because
your point 4 program, whatever it is,
is a Government program and not pri-
vate; not really person to person. If
we would only call attention to what is
being done in the private sector and see
if we can build upon that. Now I think
that probably there is still some need to
enlarge this person-to-person approach,
and there is a place besides to supple-
ment the real person-to-person program
in the private sector. But to supplement
it, let us understand it. I have yet to
see our Foreign Affairs Committee come
in or our Appropriations Committee come
in with any estimate or understanding of
the tremendous work still going on in
the private sector; and not in Govern-
ment.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, since
the gentleman has mentioned my name,
will he yield?
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Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, since
the gentleman has accused me of being
clear off base on this matter, I would
like to read from printed policy state-
ments or publications of the Department
of State.

Mr. CURTIS. Wait; before the gentle-
man begins, may I direct his attention
to what I said. The gentleman men-
tioned malaria control, that is under a
different section of the bill. That is all
I said. The gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. ALBERT. That is not all of it.

Mr. CURTIS. All right, go ahead.

Mr. ALBERT. This statement says:

About a fifth of the total grant program
for the region is in the field of health, in-
cluding extensive malaria eradication pro-
grams. The fight against malaria, however,
has passed its peak, and the funds spent on
all health programs have declined about 15
percent since 1961 as a result,

Then it gives examples and specifically
states that the grant program has been
important in the eradication of malaria.

Mr. CURTIS. My basic comment
would be that the malaria program is
under a different section and obviously
this is an example of the redundancy that
exists.

I have one other remark I want to
make, and then I will yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

The day before yesterday and yester-
day I was trying to call attention to the
figures that have been used by propo-
nents of this foreign aid program stating
that 80 percent of the moneys are being
spent here in this country. Because of
my great concern with the balance-of-
payments problem—and this really bears
directly on it—1I felt first of all that the
80 percent figure was unsubstantiated.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CURTIS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CURTIS. I think the record is
pretty clear that that 80-percent figure
is unsubstantiated. But the point I was
seeking to drive home is that if the 80-
percent figure were true, we would be
going against the basic theory of foreign
aid which is embraced in this person-to-
person approach that your point 4 pro-
gram seeks to supplement. The bulk of
point 4 money is spent in the country
concerned, not in the United States.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, CURTIS. 1yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I would like to say to the
gentleman that there is concern in the
Committee on Foreign Affairs about the
private sector and about the work being
done by the various religious groups. We
had them before us year after year and
they testified before us, so we know what
they are doing. As a matter of fact, I
think I share the gentleman’s concern,
and I said to them a couple of years
ago, “I just wish it were possible to turn
this whole technical assistance program
over to you people to run it.” I think
they might run it better, but they are
unable and unwilling to take that re-
sponsibility but they have testified re-
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peatedly that the people in the field work
with them and supplement what they are
doing and that there is a great deal of
cooperation and collaboration between
them.

Mr. CURTIS. May I say to the gen-
tleman—and I appreciate his making
these statements—that if I unwittingly in
my remarks implied that there is no
concern on the part of the committee,
I had no intention to do so, but what I
was directing your attention to is that
in the reports and the hearings we never
did get the fizures on how much was be-
ing done dollarwise in this area so that
we could evaluate the supplements. I
know you have the concern for it, and I
do not know but what, from what the
gentleman says, that we might share the
same approach toit.

Mr. HAYS. It is difficult to get the
fizures because some organizations do
not want to make them public and do not
like to give them to us for fear that some-
how or other the Government might be
running their business. We would like to
do this if we could, I think.

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have been concerned
in listening to the arguments made in
the well of this House here today by
some of the supporters of this program
who say, “Are you not concerned about
the poor people in India?” or “Are you
not concerned about the poor people in
Africa?” or “Do you not care about the
hungry people in Pakistan?” SureIam
concerned about them, but I am more
concerned about tax burdened folks in
west Texas who are paying for this give-
away, and I am more concerned about
the poor and hungry people in the 50
United States than I am about the hun-
gry people in the various 100 or 112
countries around the world. Sure I am
concerned about them, but I am more
concerned about my own family's secu-
rity and about clothes and shoes for my
own children and the children within
our own country. Before we start pay-
ing out our hard earned money to pay
for someone else’s groceries, medicines,
and pleasures, let us take care of our
own, let us be concerned about our own
country and our own families first.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOREMAN. Yes. I will beglad to
yield to the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. WYMAN. You are also concerned
about boring holes in the ground to get
water in Texas, are you not? With the
water problem we have here in America
if the United States is going to give away
millions looking for water we need it
right here.

Mr. FOREMAN. Yes, certainly I am.
But we are not asking for Federal aid
to do it with. We only ask for a little
tax freedom, a little reduction in for-
eign aid giveaways, so we can do it our-
selves.

Mr. WYMAN. If the gentleman will
permit me to make an observation, there
has been a little more heat than light
cast on many of the aspects of this pro-

August 22

gram in relation to this amendment.
This is a $4 billion bill. Where are you
going to cut if you are going to cut out
any of the money for this program?
Out of the most likely candidate for sav-
ings of our dollars. Out of the grant
program and gifts. There are two sec-
tions that relate to grants principally.
One is $217 million authorized in this
bill for the purpose of technical assist-
ance and development, and the other is
$380 million authorized for so-called
supporting assistance in section 108.
This supporting assistance, as I read the
committee's report, is claimed to be di-
rected primarily to political and secu-
rity objectives allied with our own.
There has been talk about the countries
in various areas of the world where their
economic stability is considered to be
relatively important to our security here.
But in the testimony to the committee
itself on page 104 of the hearings let us
see what are the true facts. Mr. Bell
testified to a claimed need for $435 mil-
lion for supporting assistance and $1.4
billion for military assistance.

None of this is touched by this amend-
ment.

For the Alliance for Progress, $850
million, under a previous administration.
That is not touched by this amendment.

For development loans outside Latin
America, $1,060,000,000;

For development grants outside Latin
America, $257,000,000;

For all other purposes, $218,000,000:

None of this except grants, better
called gifts, outside Latin America is af-
fected by this amendment.

This amendment has nothing to do
with Latin America.

The $217 million that would be taken
out by this amendment deals solely with
give-away programs outside of Latin
America.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield so I may ask the au-
thor of the amendment a question?

Mr. FOREMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WHITTEN. Could the gentleman
tell us how many hundreds of millions of
dollars would be left in the pipeline for
this program in the event his amendment
were adopted? I am sure it would be a
considerable amount.

Mr. WYMAN. In the committee’s re-
port the estimate was that the unex-
pended balances in the foreign assist-
ance program, military and nonmilitary,
including the Alliance for Progress, but
excluding investment guarantees, $6.7
billion.

Mr. MORGAN. But very little tech-
ni% assistance money is included in this
total.

Mr. WYMAN. The purpose of the
amendment is clearly to eliminate these
grants. This amendment is designed to
tell our friends that with our fiscal crisis
here at home we have reached the end
of the road on grants and gifts—at least
until the budget is in balance once again.

Mr. FOREMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution. I commend
him for his sound, responsible approach
to cut down the many irresponsible give-
aways in the costly programs. I endorse
his amendment and urge its adoption.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. Wyman],

The question was taken; and the
Chairman being in doubt, the Commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes TT;
noes 123,

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARRY

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BareY: On page
5, line 21, strike out “$217,000,000” and in-
sert “$317,000,000.”.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, for want
of a better title to my amendment rather
than ealling it a $100-million increase, I
should say this is a “help Pakistan
amendment.”

Mr. Chairman, yesterday we took ac-
tion on increasing interest rates. I just
want to give the members of the commit-
tee an idea of what the action of the
committee will do to the country of Pak-
istan. There will be other countries
which will be affected by that amend-
ment. They also are our stanch allies.
However, let us just take Pakistan and
consider the future of our loan policy
with respect to that country.

The loans I am about ready to read
to you have already been made. So
these particular loans will not be af-
fected. But since we have a 5-year con-
sortium which involves both Pakistan
and India, I would like very much to show
the members of the committee the dam-
aging effect of what we did yesterday.

Pakistan has a total of $250 million
worth of loans at the rate of three-
quarters of 1 percent interest with us at
the present time. Were this 2-percent
increase to apply to this group of loans,
they would pay over $100 million more
in interest over the life of those loans
than they will pay under the present
rate.

Now, Mr. Chairman, what about the
situation in Pakistan? The gentleman
from Texas rose and said he was in-
terested in the people of west Texas. I
do not think there is a Member in the
House today who is not interested in the
people of west Texas or any other con-
stituency. But let us examine and com-
pare the capability to support themselves
and fo advance economically of the peo-
ple of west Texas and the people of
Pakistan. The average per capita in-
come in Pakistan is $75 per person. The
average per capita income in this coun-
try is 30 times greater. The opportu-
nity for the people in west Texas to better
themselves is obviously clear. The mis-
fortune of birth in Pakistan insofar
as economic betterment is concerned is
obviously clear. Therefore, the compari-
son is perfectly ridiculous, when we are
talking about the great effort now be-
ing made in the world for economic im-
provement. I hope that we can have
some kind of economic betterment in
other nations who are willing to die for
us and who are willing to support the
underbelly of Asia against the onrush
of communism. Surely we should be
willing to support them with military as-
sistance to maintain their independence,
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and economic aid to create the economic
stability and viability that prevents com-
munism from getting a foothold.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to mention
a few projects in Pakistan that would
have been affected if the 2 percent in-
terest rate had been in effect at the time
the loans were negotiated. Malaria con-
trol over $3 million would have been
affected. The salinity control program
in the amount of $10.8 million would
have been affected. The general com-
modity loan program amounting to $30
million—a program involving commodi-
ties that Pakistan needs badly to main-
tain itself economically and in a posi-
tion to be a stanch ally of the United
States—would be affected.

There is further a $2 million loan for a
feasibility study to determine how Paki-
stan can be a stronger nation in the
future.

Some Members might ask, what has a
$100 million inerease in technical assist-
ance to do with our loan program?
Well, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] said, in the course
of the debate on the last amendment,
that technical assistance is all the more
important because of what we did yester-
day. He was undoubtedly suggesting
that a larger technical assistance pro-
gram will now be necessary because
grants will be needed instead of loans in
some instances when the country in-
volved will be unable to pay the higher
interest rate. I agree with that and I
feel that we ought to increase our tech-
nical assistance because of what we did
yesterday. The shortsightedness of one
g:y has to be paid for on the following

y.

Mr. Chairman, I say that in order for
us to act responsibly on legislation af-
fecting our Nation’s position in world
affairs, we must dig out the facts, review
them carefully, and ascertain what may
happen in the future as a result of our
decisions. We must be aware of the
consequences of our actions—conse-
quences which may reverberate through-
out the entire world and adversely af-
fect our good allies—allies like free
China, Pakistan, India, Greece, Turkey,
and others. We cannot realize the effect
of what we are doing on the floor of the
Congress unless we dig deep and get all
the facts. In the very limited time that
was available to me, I have tried to put
together some facts relating to our pro-
grams in just one country, and to show
what effect the action of the House
yvesterday could have on our activities
in that country. This, however, is just
a single example. To understand the
full import of the amendment adopted
vesterday, we must consider our pro-
grams in many other countries—pro-
grams which will be also placed in
jeopardy by the operation of that
amendment.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
have offered the amendment to increase
the authorization for technical assist-
ance, I think this increase is fully
justified in view of the action of the
committee with respect to the interest
rate on development loans.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the adoption
of my amendment will serve to restore
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some respectability to the great 15-year-
old technical assistance program and
show that America is willing to teach
less privileged people how to improve
themselves. This is a “show-how” pro-
gram in which we use our technical
ability, our engineers and our “know-
how.” This money does not flow away
to other countries to be spent. This
money is used to bring American indus-
try and engineering ability to those peo-
ple, who recognize our leadership, and
show them how they can improve them-
selves through the industrial genius that
has brought America the highest stand-
ard of living in the history of mankind.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. BARRY].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III—INVESTMENT GUARANTIES

SEcC. 105. Title III of chapter 2 of part I of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to Investment
guaranties, is amended as follows:

(a) Amend section 221(b), which relates
to general authority, as follows:

(1) In the first sentence after ‘“wholly
owned” insert “(determined without regard
to any shares, in aggregate less than 5 per
centum of the total of issued and subscribed
share capital, required by law to be held by
persons other than the parent corporation)”.

(2) In paragraph (1) strike out “$1,300,-
000,000 in the proviso and substitute
$2,500,000,000",

(3) In paragraph (2) strike out *“$180,-
000,000” in the third proviso and substitute
“$300,000,000".

(4) In paragraph (2) strike out “1964” in
the fourth proviso and substitute “1965".

(b) Amend section 222(a), which relates
to general provisions, by striking out *sec-
tion 221(b)" and substituting “sections 221
(b) and 224",

(¢) Amend sectlon 222(b), which relates
to general provisions, by striking out “sec-
tion 221(b)” in both places it appears and
substituting “sections 221(b) and 224",

(d) Amend section 222(d), which relates
to general provisions, to read as follows:

“(d) Any payments made to discharge li-
abilities under guaranties issued under sec-
tions 221(b) and 224 of this part, sections
202(b) and 413(b) (4) of the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, and section 111(b)
(3) of the Economic Cooperation Act of 1948,
as amended (exclusive of informational
media guaranties), shall be paid first out of
fees referred to in section 222(b) as long as
such fees are available, and thereafter shall
be pald out of funds, if any, realized
from the sale of currencies or other
assets acquired in connection with any pay-
ments made to discharge liabilities under
such guaranties as long as such funds are
available, and thereafter shall be paid out of
funds heretofore appropriated for the pur-
pose of discharging liabilities under the
aforementioned guaranties, and thereafter
out of funds realized from the sale of notes
issued under section 413(b) (4)(F) of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended,
and section 111(c¢) (2) of the Economic Co-
operation Act of 1948, as amended, and finally
out of funds hereafter made available pur-
suant to section 222(f).”

(e) Amend section 222(e), which relates to
general provisions, to read as follows:

“{e) All guaranties issued prior to July 1,
1956, all guaranties issued under sections
202(b) and 413(b) (4) of the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, and all guaranties
heretofore or hereafter issued pursuant to
this title shall be considered contingent obli-
gations backed by the full faith and credit
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of the Government of the United States of
America. Funds heretofore obligated under
the aforementioned guaranties (exclusive of
informational media guaranties) together
with the other funds made available for the
purposes of this title shall constitute a single
reserve for the payment of claims in accord-
ance with section 222(d) of this part.”

(f) Amend sectlon 222 by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“(g) In making a determination to issue
a guaranty under section 221(b), the Presi-
dent shall consider the possible adverse effect
of the dollar investment under such guaranty
upon the balance of payments of the United
States.”

(g) Amend section 224, which relates to
housing projects in Latin American coun-
tries, as follows:

(1) In subsection (b) strike out “$60,000,-
000” and substitute “$150,000,000”.

(2) Strike out subsection (c).

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word, and ask unan-
imous consent to revise and extend my

remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr., PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I had
intended at this point to offer an amend-
ment, but I think instead I shall try to
make my point by simply explaining the
objectives of this amendment. As
shown by the committee report on this
bill—page 19—in order to encourage pri-
vate investments in underdeveloped
countries, the Government guarantees
certain approved private loans. In or-
der to provide a guarantee for these pri-
vate investments, a reserve has been
established to back up the full faith and
credit of the United States.

This pooling arrangement of reserves,
1 think, is a very meritorious arrange-
ment. Under it, various categories of
funds are used to discharge any liabili-
ties under Government guarantees. In
order of priority, these categories are
first, fee income; second, currencies or
other assets collected in connection with
the loan; third, funds previously appro-
priated to provide the guarantee reserve;
fourth, funds realized from sale of notes
issued under authority of the Mutual
Security Act and the Economic Coopera-
tion Act—I point this category up espe-
cially because, as will be recognized, this
is Treasury borrowing authority or
back-door spending—and, fifth, funds
hereafter appropriated.

As I said, I think the pooling arrange-
ment is good, but my amendment would
have changed it in order that after June
30, 1964, the authority to sell notes, as
in four above, would terminate. In
other words, what my amendment was
intended to accomplish was to provide
that borrowing authority would not be
used as a means of settling liabilities.
Rather, future appropriations would be
necessary if there were losses under this
guarantee.

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that to
borrow money to pay losses when such
borrowing will have to be paid by an
appropriation later is hardly a proper
way of facing up to payment of a Gov-
ernment liability. It is just putting off
until some future day the accounting for
the losses under such programs. I think
it is logical to specify that fees charged
for the investment guarantees should
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be called on to pay any losses first. That
makes sense. ‘Then, when these fees are
exhausted, the next call is on proceeds
from the sale of any assets acquired in
the course of closing out a guarantee
case in which a loss has been incurred.
That also makes sense. Then funds
previously appropriated for the purpose
would be next called on to cover any
losses. When these three sources are
exhausted, it seems to me, and my
amendment would have so provided, that
appropriated funds would be in order
and not the unnecessary, illogical, and
confusing back-door Treasury borrow-
ing authority as a source of ready funds
to pay losses that can never be repaid to
the Treasury except by direet appropria-
tion or note cancellation.

I would have liked to have seen the
withdrawal of this back-door borrowing
authority after June 30, 1964, but I sense
the temper of the House and feel that
this technically complicated matter
would probably not be adopted, or even
if it were, would probably come out in
conference with the Senate, so I simply
raise the issue and urge that in the
course of time this $199 million for back-
door authority should be eliminated.
Perhaps the Foreign Affairs Committee
will give me an opportunity, before next
year's authorization bill is reported to
the House, to appear and present my
views on this matter. Meanwhile, let
me say that I appreciate the patience of
the Committee in letting me present this
matter.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI—ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Sec. 106. Title VI of chapter 2 of part I
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, which relates to the Alliance for
Progress, is amended as follows:

(a) Amend section 251, which relates to
general authority, as follows:

(1) In subsection (b), amend the next to
the last sentence thereof by inserting im-
mediately after “reasonable terms” the fol-
lowing: *“(including private sources within
the United States), the capacity of the re-
cipient country to repay the loan at a rea-
sonable rate of interest”.

{(2) In subsection (e) strike out “eco-
nomical” and substitute “economically”.

(3) In subsection (f) strike out “Agency
for International Development” and substi-
tute “agency primarily responsible for ad-
ministering part I".

(b) Section 252, which relates to authori-
zation, is amended by inserting immediately
after “1863" the second time it appears
therein the following: “and not to exceed
$100,000,000 of the funds appropriated pur-
suant to this section for use beginning in
fiscal year 1964".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
10 strike lines 6 through 10 and substitute
the following:

“(b) Amend section 252, of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 as amended, which re-
lates to authorization to read as follows:

* ‘AvrHORIZATION . —There is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated to the President for
the purposes of this title, in addition to other
funds available for such purposes for fiscal
year 1964 not to exceed $450,000,000, which
sums are authorizd to remain available until
expended, and which except for not to exceed
$50,000,000 shall be available only for loans
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payable as to principal and interest in United
States dollars.' "

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, my good
friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Havsl], a little while ago said that he was
going to be voting for some cuts in this
bill. I hope he starts about now to vote
for a few cuts because I want to recipro-
cate. I want to vote for the amendment
that he promised the Foreign Affairs
Committee he would offer dealing with a
character known as Dictator Sukarno
over in Indonesia. So, I hope the gen-
tleman begins now to help out in voting
for some cuts.

Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman will
vield, I would prefer to get to that a little
later, if you do not mind.

Mr. GROSS. That is what I thought—
that it would be manana or something
like that.

Mr. Chairman, the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 provides an annual author-
ization of $600 million to the so-called
Alliance for Progress for each of the fiseal
years 1963 through 1966. This amend-
ment would reduce the authorization
from $600 million to $450 million, a cut
of $150 million.

Equally as important, it would at-
tempt to bring this fast blossoming pro-
gram under a measure of control by
limiting the authorization to fiscal 1964.

It would also cut the economic grant
money to $50 million for the fiscal year,
a reduction of $50 million in this author-
ization.

With expenditures in fiscal years 1962
and 1963 relatively small in the three
categories of economic grants, social
progress trust fund, and development
loans, and with a carryover of approxi-
madtely $1 billion, it is my contention that
with the $150 million reduction there will
be more than ample financing available
for this program.

I want to reemphasize that there is
already such a proliferation of funds in
the Alliance for Progress program as to
raise serious questions as to their justi-
fication and use.

Aside from the money involved, it is
scarcely necessary to remind the House
that this Government has met with but
little sucecess in obtaining the govern-
mental reforms in Latin America that
will produce a climate favorable to the
investment of either public or private
funds.

Mr, Chairman, I would cite to you the
example of Brazil. Brazil came in last
year and got $80 million and a promise
of $398.56 million. They have not carried
out the governmental reforms they
promised this country they would carry
out. As a matter of fact, Brazil wanted
the first bite of $80 million in a hurry to
meet their payments on the loans and
credits that they had been extended by
Russia and other nations of the Soviet
bloc; in other words, using our money
to pay off the maturing obligations to
the Communists.

Argentina has been the beneficiary of
the Alliance for Progress and other
funds—Argentina where they obtained
more gold or almost as much gold in 1
recent year as we gave them in aid.

It is time to tighten the strings on the
Alliance for Progress. This money is not
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needed and this fund can well be drawn
down and we can save another $150 mil-
lion in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have voted for cer-
tain amendments to these foreign aid
authorization bills. I think, however, if
we are going to cut anywhere in this
program, we must not cut in the Alliance
for Progress.

Look at it from any standpoint you
wish, and I think you are going to have
to conclude that Latin America is not
only closer to us but is more indispens-
able to us and to our future than any
other part of the world.

Look at it from the standpoint of our
military security. The missile age has
not reduced but, rather, it has dramati-
cally accentuated the need for hemi-
spheric solidarity.

Look at it from the standpoint, if you
wish, of economy. The 20 Republics of
Latin America buy more of our Ameri-
can goods and provide for us and our
economy more of the essential strategic
materials necessary for the operation of
our economy than does any other re-
gional grouping in the world.

If the nations of Europe should,
heaven forbid, incestuously draw inward
in economic isolation, then our only
natural outlet for markets would be in
the direction of an awakening and ex-
panding economy to the south of us.

Or, we can look at it, if you please,
from the standpoint of our obligation.
This hemisphere is our special responsi-
bility. Charity begins at home, though
it need not end there. But he who does
not provide for his own, we are told, is
worse than an infidel.

Or, perhaps you would like to look at
it from the standpoint of the future.
The nations of Latin America have the
fastest growing population in the world.
Today there are 200 million people in
those nations. By 1975 there are going
to be 300 million people. By the end of
this century there will be 600 million
people in the land that lies south of us,
bigger than the United States and
Canada put together. This is the wave
of the future. This is the place where
perhaps within the next 10 years the
decisive battle of the cold war may well
be fought.

Latin America today is a seething cal-
dron of keyed-up emotions, long-spent-
up hopes, and long-smothered aspira-
tions gasping for air. It is a combustible
combination.

We lost Cuba because the people of
that unhappy island had completely lost
hope of ever achieving their legitimate
objectives through the slow and orderly
processes of evolutionary government.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. WRIGHT. I will be glad to yield
to the majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I commend my friend
on his fine statement, but since he men-
tioned Cuba, I think it might be well at
this stage to point out that the Soviet
Union is estimated to be spending some-
thing like $400 million a year in Cuba.
Are we unwilling to spend less than half
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of that much after making a commit-
ment in the rest of South America?

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I think
the gentleman's point is very well taken.
Certainly in good conscience and intelli-
gent self-interest we can do no less than
we have pledged. After generations of
inattention toward our southern neigh-
bors in the priorities of our international
commitments, finally at long last the Al-
liance for Progress has raised some hopes
and raised some expectations and has
staved off the hands of futility and de-
spair. But now are we to dash those
hopes after having raised them?

Yes, admittedly the Alliance for Prog-
ress has been a little slow in getting off
the ground. It took some time for us to
convince Latin American leaders that we
meant it when we said that this has to
be a cooperative effort in which they too
have to do certain things.

But in the hearings on this bill it is
revealed that 11 of those countries now
have done those very things we said they
should do. They have reformed their
tax structures. They are reforming their
land tenure acts. At last they are mak-
ing it possible for the “plain vanilla”™
fellow out on the streets or on the land
to see some hope for him and his chil-
dren on down the road.

Are we going to dash that hope? Now,
having set our hand to the plow, are we
going to furn back and say, “We did not
really mean it? Now that you have done
your part of the bargain, we are going
to welsh on ours?”

Are we going to cut off this thing that
we told them was going to be a 10-year
cooperative program and say that, “We
are going to give you only 1 year” and
that at a cut rate? I think not. I think
the American people want us not to. The
stakes are too high. Latin America is
too important. The Alliance for Prog-
ress is a good program. We can win this
fight. We must win it. And we will not,
win it by throwing in the towel.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Grossl. It would reduce the authoriza-
tion for the Alliance for Progress by $150
million for fiscal year 1964. In the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1962 the Congress
authorized $600 million for each of fiscal
yvears 1964, 1965, and 1966. Although the
committee did not authorize carrying
forward the unused authorization of $75
million from fiscal year 1963, the com-
mittee made it clear that the people of
Latin America should be assured of the
confidence of the United States in the
basic objectives and purpose of the Al-
liance. The adoption of this amendment
would jeopardize the program which we
authorized last year.

Mr. Chairman, impatience with the
Alliance for Progress is apparent in some
of the committee hearings on the for-
eign aid program. No one contends that
the Alliance has brought a millenium to
Latin America. But the program does
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not merit a lack of confidence on the
part of Congress, to be demonstrated by
a slash in funds.

In assessing the achievements or fail-
ures of the Alliance to date, any fair
evaluation must take into account a
number of factors. First, an interna-
tional program designed to restructure
rigid societies—frozen in centuries-old
patterns—is itself experimental, follow-
ing an unchartered course. Hence, some
trial and error should be expected.

Second, the lack of trained personnel
and no clear knowledge of available re-
sources are great obstacles to moderni-
zation. These deficiencies—which did
not exist in Europe at the time of the
Marshall plan—are bound to hinder the
rapid transformations we hope to see in
the region.

Third, the attitude on the part of great
masses of the Latin American people is
itself an inhibiting factor to achieving
Alliance for Progress goals. After cen-
turies of empty promises, neglect, and
venal administrations, the Latin Ameri-
can people frequently distrust their own
governments. This cynicism nullifies the
creative energy of the people. Unless
overcome, it prevents their enthusiastic
participation in efforts to help them-
selves.

Fourth, the backlog in Latin America
of housing, school, potable water, and
other requirements for a decent life is
staggering. Existing housing shortages
are estimated in the millions, not to
mention the hundreds of thousands of
dwellings necessary each year to accom-
modate new family formations. Over
half the children in the 7 to 14 age
bracket are not in school. Over 100 mil-
lion people are without adequate water
supplies.

Critics of the Alliance for Progress
stress- the- program’s- weaknessés. ~ Yet
there have been a number of promising
developments in the last year.

It is true that the program got off to
a disappointingly slow start. Many of
the governments who signed the Charter
of Punta del Este took their commit-
ments for self-help lightly. A number
of governments thought that all they had
to do to qualify for assistance was to
plead necessity or the threat of com-
munism. Some made gestures toward
self-help reforms.

In the past year Teodoro Moscoso, co-
ordinator of the Alliance for Progress,
and his aids have increasingly got the
message across that something more than
token or paper reforms are required.
Convincing the Latin Americans that the
key to sound economic and social de-
velopment lies in their own self-help is
of major importance in achieving the
goals of the Alliance.

The 140,000 houses and 8,200 class-
rooms consiructed under Alliance aegis
in 2 years, the 700 community water sys-
tems and wells installed, the 160,000 loans
to small farmers, and the inerease of in-
come tax receipts by 15 percent last year
may seem like slow progress measured
against the region’s needs. But the Al-
liance is registering some remarkable
accomplishments.

For the fact is that the Alliance is tak-
ing root in Latin America, It is chang-
ing attitudes in Latin America toward
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the United States, toward communism,
toward private enterprise, and toward
change itself.

Under the Alliance for Progress the
United States has associated itself with
the long-continuing Latin American de-
sire for improved economic and social
progress. This association has removed
much of the bitterness which marked
United States-Latin American relations
in the past. The United States has even
moved ahead of some Latin American
thinking by emphasizing social change as
a concomitant of economic change.

Meanwhile, rightest elements in Latin
America—I{requently concentrated in the
ruling few—are themselves becoming
more amenable to change., Although
many still resist, others are becoming
convinced of the wisdom of President
Kennedy’s remark that “those who make
peaceful revolution impossible will make
violent revolution inevitable.” Now that
the Alliance for Progress exists, backed
by our insistence on internal reforms,
there is a growing inclination on the part
of the more conservative groups in Latin
America to accept evolutionary change.

With the United States urging reforms
and Latin America’s own conservative
elements becoming less obstructionist,
the belief among many Latin Americans
that change is only possible through vio-
lent upheaval is receding.

The psychological impact of providing
Latin America with an alternative to
revolution and communism is apparent
in recent developments in the Latin
American student movements, ever a
barometer of popular feeling. The stu-
dent body of Mexico’s National Univer-
sity, for instance, elected a liberal-
moderate slate in the November elec-
tions replacing the Communist-domi-
nated student council.

In the University of Cordoba in Ar-
gentina, moderate anti-Communist stu-
dent groups are now in the majority in
the student council, once controlled by
Communists.

In Chile the Christian-Democratic
students obtained virtual control of all
commercial, secondary, and university
student organizations.

In the University of Honduras anti-
Communist students won a substantial
victory over the Communist-dominated
student organization.

This is not to say that the Alliance for
Progress alone is responsible for the
changing Latin American student pic-
ture. Soviet and Cuban actions, as well
as the rift between the Soviet Union and
China, no doubt have contributed to a
weakening of Communist appeal.

Nevertheless, the Alliance for Progress
is a powerful constructive influence.
With its thrust toward social reforms
and the encouragement by the United
States of such reforms, the Alliance at
once erases past misgivings about the
United States and its dollar diplomacy,
while at the same time creating an alter-
nate solution to Latin America's pressing
problems.

In walking the tightrope between in-
sisting on the self-help criteria inherent
in the Charter of Punta del Este—and
ineensing the Latin American sensitivi-
ties by intervening in their domestic
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affairs—the Alliance for Progress has a
difficult task.

Mr, Chairman, the road ahead is long,
tough, and largely unpredictable. The
experience of the last 2 years has better
defined the difficulties in stirring the
stagnant economies in Latin America
toward self-sustaining growth.

But the obstacles must not deter us
from pressing ahead with the program.

The men and women who have the
day-to-day job of coping with the set-
backs and the disappointments, along
with the ocecasional resounding suec-
cesses, deserve Congress most ardent
support.

I hope the amendment will be de-
feated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, ADAIR

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Apair: Page 10,
immediately after line 10, insert the follow-
ing:

“(e) Section 252, which relates to author-
ization, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence:

“‘In order to effectuate the purposes and
provisions of sections 102, 251, 601, and 602
of this Act, not less than 50 per centum of
the loan funds appropriated pursuant to this
section for the fiscal years ending June 30,
1965, and June 30, 1966, respectively, shall be
available only for loans made for purposes of
economic development through private en-
terprise.' ”

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. Iyield.

Mr. MORGAN. Do I understand the
gentleman’s amendment is identical in
language to that which was offered to
the Development Loan Fund but that
this now applies to the Alliance for
Progress?

Mr. ADAIR. That is true. I think I
can be brief in explaining this amend-
ment. This is the second of three pri-
vate enterprise amendments which I
have. It is the companion to the one
which the committee adopted yesterday
which provides that 50 percent of the
Development Loan Funds shall be used
for purposes of private enterprise. Sim-
ply put that is it.

As I pointed out yesterday when the
committee adopted the amendment to
the Development Loan Fund section of
the bill, this is in fhe broadest possible
terms. It gives the AID administration
great flexibility. The 50 percent is not
measured in terms of individual coun-
tries but in terms of the program as a
whole.

In this case I would agree with the
gentleman from Texas who just pre-
ceded me, that one of the things we
are seeking to do is to build a strong
private sector of the economy in Latin
America. I believe that this will con-
tribute to that effort.

The main thrust of the amendment
adopted yesterday would be in the direc-
tion of the countries of the continents
of Asia, Africa, and Europe. This would
apply to Latin America.
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I repeat, the commitiee adopted a
similar amendment yesterday and I
should hope that the committee will
adopt this one today.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to my colleague
from Indiana.

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend my colleague
on this amendment and state that while
I am not an authority on the affairs
of South America I have had some ex-
perience there. I think this is a sorely
needed policy direction from the Con-
gress in this area.

Mr. ADATR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday
there is no Member of this House for
whom I have a higher regard than I have
for my colleague from Indiana. For that
reason I hesitate to oppose his amend-
ment.

I hate to oppose it for another rea-
son, because I know what he wants to
accomplish by it is the same thing I
would like to see accomplished. I know
his intentions are well grounded and I
know that he wants to do the thing that
he said, which is to channel as much of
this as possible into the private sector.
I do not mind telling the members of the
committee that I have been less than
optimistic about the Alliance for Prog-
ress program. I believe in it. I believe
in its concept. But I have been less
than optimistic about its success because
of the fact that until we can get the big-
business people, the people of wealth in
Latin America to believe in their own
countries and to invest their own money
in Latin America, it seems to me we can-
not have much chance of salvaging a
successful free enterprise there.

Now, Mr. Chairman, what is wrong
with the amendment as I see it? The
one thing that bothers me about it is
this: By putting this rigidity into it, by
taking from the Administrator any flex-
ibility, we might force him to face up to
one of two things. Either do not put any
money in a country and write it off, or if
he puts money into that country, put
half of it into the so-called private sec-
tor and give it to the very people who
are channeling and funneling the money
out of Latin America into numbered ac-
counts in Swiss banks.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Apamr], will admit
that we have impressed upon these peo-
ple that we want this done. We have told
them we want it done. But I really be-
lieve that the gentleman from Indiana
would not want the Administrator to be
faced with the Hobson’s choice that I
have mentioned.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. ADAIR. In response to the gues-
tion raised by the gentleman from Ohio.
I would say that I am certain that the
committee has impressed upon the Ad-
ministrator and his immediate associates
and aids the fact that we are concerned
about the private sector. I would differ
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with the gentleman as to the fact that
we are tying his hands too tightly. I
think the amendment does give him a
very great degree of flexibility.

Mr. HAYS. Except, may I say to the
gentleman, if you interpret the amend-
ment strictly—and I see no other way to
interpret it if he puts any money in at
all—is to put half of it into the private
sector. Now, presuming that he cannot
find in some country a private business
in which he has confidence? Then he is
faced with the choice of putting in no
money at all. This is one danger I see
to it. I think they are going to do this
in the extent feasible. But I do not like
the idea of tying his hands.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Chairman,

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The gentleman has made the argu-
ment that was made in the committee
many times when this amendment was
offered in committee. The principal ob-
jection that I saw to the amendment
was that in the long run this could cre-
ate a bigger burden for the American
taxpayer. What the AID has been
trying to do is to bring as many
countries as possible into this program
on a multilateral basis on many of these
public projects. If the free enterprise
sector could siphon off the cream of these
projects where there is going to be a re-
turn, we would find that these other
countries would not join in the multilat-
eral agreements which we have been
seeking in order to create wider partici-
pation.

So, Mr. Chairman, I think this amend-
ment and the amendment that we
adopted yesterday would possibly create
a greater burden on the American tax-
payers.

Mr. HAYS. I would say to the gen-
tleman this: We have the amendment
which was adopted yesterday. I would
like to see this one defeated and let the
program work with the amendment in
one sector and without it in the other.
I will say to the gentleman from In-
diana that next year, if his amendment
works the way he thinks it will, I will
be one of the first ones in here support-
ing it. But I do not think we ought to
make the program so rigid that we have
no alternative but to either grant the
money to people about whom we have
doubts or grant no money at all.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am a firm believer in
the system of private enterprise in Latin
America, just as is the gentleman from
Indiana. Isupported last year and joined
in sponsoring the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT],
to try to concentrate more of the effort in
this program along those lines in order
to try, with this program, to stimulate
individual enterprise, small business, and
small farmers in their efforts to become
self-sustaining. But I want to point out
two things that we are going to do which
I think are very undesirable if we adopt
this amendment in the case of Latin
America.
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In the first place, one of the real prop-
aganda battles we are having to fight
in Latin America is the Castro charge
that the United States aid programs are
designed to help the wealthy and to help
those who are in power in Latin Amer-
ica; that they do not reach the people
themselves. If we say we have to chan-
nel 50 percent of our aid into the private
business sector, you can bet your bottom
dollar there are going to be a lot of peo-
ple alleging that a big portion of this aid
is going to the big banks and the big
businesses of Latin America and will be
channeled through them.

Why is that important, and why is it
dangerous to this program? The State
Department has published a booklet en-
titled “Building on Experience.” That
booklet contains this statement about
your housing program in Latin America:

In most of the less developed countries,
the only way to own a home is to pay cash
or borrow the money at high interest rates
(20 percent per year and up) to be repaid
within 3 or 4 years at the most. The result
is to put home ownership beyond reach of
all but the wealthy.

If we adopt the amendment we will
say in effect that at least half of our
program in housing, for example, in
Latin America, is going to be channeled
through private lending organizations
that are levying this kind of interest and
requiring short-term repayment of these
loans, and we are going to freeze the
situation as it stands right now where
they are not able to build homes and get
home ownership money for your low
income and medium income people in
Latin America.

I believe home ownership is the foun-
dation of a society that wants to resist
communism. I am a firm believer that
you strike a basic blow for private enter-
prise when you provide an opportunity
for the average citizen to borrow money
and use that money to develop a busi-
ness, to farm his own land, or to build
a home.

Mr. Chairman, unless we are able to
get some change in the lending practices
of large segments of the private industry
sector in Latin America, and nobody
knows that we can do it, we are going
to tie the hands of the Administrator in
a most undesirable way. I hope we do
not play into the hands of the Castro
group by tying this amendment to our
efforts in South America.

I hope you will follow the suggestion
of the gentleman from Ohio and defeat
this amendment on the Alliance for Prog-
ress approach in Latin America. In that
way we certainly take out of the hands
of the Castro group one of the most dam-
aging propaganda weapons against the
Alliance for Progress.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ADAIR. I want to be entirely
certain that the gentleman understands
this amendment. It does not say that 50
percent of any particular project nor 50
percent of the funds in any country, but
50 percent of the program as a whole.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I do understand
that point, and I am sympathetic with
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your overall objective, but I am afraid
it is going to be misconstrued and mis-
represented all over Latin America. For
another thing, it operates in many coun-
tries to the disadvantage of the Admin-
istrator in carrying on an effective pro-
gram. With all regard in the world for
the gentleman’s objective and the
worthwhile desire he has in attempting
to improve the private sector and the
economy down there, I do not think we
ought to paint ourselves into that corner
and tie the hands of the Administrator
in South America.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the pending
amendment will be defeated.

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of
talk here by the two gentlemen who pre-
ceded me about this money going into the
hands of private individuals and going
into Swiss banks and numbered accounts.

I might call to the attention of the
House the fact that some of this money
obviously has been going into the hands
of government officials as well. When
you take the history of individuals and
the history of government officials in
Latin America, with the Batistas, the
Perons, and Jimenezes, and a lot of
others, it seems to me the story is just
as black on that side as it is on the pri-
vate sector.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WESTLAND.
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Was not this entire Alli-
ance for Progress program originally sold
to the Congress on the basis that it would
create a favorable climate in South and
Central America for private investment?

Mr. WESTLAND. I just do not think
there is any guarantee that if we spend
a billion dollars or 20 billion dollars and
put the money in the hands of govern-
ment officials in Latin America it neces-
sarily is going to get into the economy
proper.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WESTLAND. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I could not agree with
the gentleman more. The thing I am
saying is that the Administrator has to
the best of his ability to try to deter-
mine that whichever one he makes a loan
to is reasonably honest and is reasonably
likely to let the money stay in the coun-
try and do something for the people of
the country.

Mr. WESTLAND. I would agree with
that. I think the private industrialist
in South America is just as honest as any
government official down there.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
vield further; yes, we helped Dictator
Batista of Cuba, not under the Alliance
for Progress, but with economic and mil-
itary assistance. We helped Batista,
and what did we get? Castro.

This is all too often the result when
we support governments that are in fact
ruled by the military. This is why mil-
lions and billions of our dollars have gone
down the drain and the present policies
of this administration mean that more
will go the same way.

I yield to the gen-
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Aparr].

The question was taken, and the Chair-
man announced that he was in doubt.

Mr, ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Aparr and
Mr, HAYs,

The Committee divided and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 162, noes
159.

So the amendment was agreed tfo.

Mr. BATTIN. Mr, Chairman, I move
o strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, first of all I should like
to thank the chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Morcan] for his pa-
tience, forbearance, and kindness during
the long and involved hearings, and to
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs.
Frances P. BorTon] for her patience in
dealing with the new members of the
committee.

Mr. Chairman, if I had been a Member
of Congress when the Marshall plan was
considered, a plan to help rebuild and re-
construct the cities and industries of our
allies in World War II, I would have sup-
ported the plan. When the program
changed to the technical assistance pro-
gram—the point 4 operation—perhaps
the warning flag would have been raised.
Yet since this was an effort by the United
States to share its technical knowledge
and know-how with friendly countries of
the world it too had merit and would
have received my support.

Unfortunately, at times our great For-
eign Affairs Committee is referred to as
an international public works commit-
tee. 'This, of course, is unkind, yet one
merely has to examine the bill and it is
hard to come to any other conclusion.
In examining our efforts in the field of
foreign assistance, particularly on the
economic side, we find some unexplain-
able and serious deficiencies. For exam-
ple, we find that in some of the recip-
ient countries, their tax laws are such
that they are not making an attempt to
help themselves; that they would prefer
to look to the United States for aid and
until we get realistic and insist upon re-
forms and self-help we shall continue to
be referred to as “Uncle Sugar.”

Indeed the land reforms that are need-
ed in some countries would aid the de-
pressed and give self-respect to those
who wanted to achieve change. Yet such
reforms are not forthcoming.

There was a book published recently
by D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc., called
“The Achieving Society” and it was writ-
ten by David C. McClelland, of Harvard
University. The book really is a text-
book on sociology which has as its main
premise the theory that uniil a person or
a people want a change and want to im-~
prove their conditions that all the aid
and money in the world will be of no
benefit. The desire must be more than
in the minds of men and their leaders,
but it must also be in their actions. The
will must be there. They must be willing
to help themselves.

On Tuesday we heard a very excellent
discussion by our colleague, the gentle-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

man from New York [Mr. Pxel, who
quoted a saying he had read on the wall
of one of the superintendents of schools
in his district. Whoever had reproduced
the quote changed the most important
part. The quote comes from Dante’s
“Inferno” and reads:

The hottest places in hell are reserved
for those who, in a period of moral crises,
maintain their neutrality.

Mr. PIxe used his quotation for exam-
ining his own conscience and I will use
Dante’s to examine the action of some
nation’s who remain neutral or at least
in theory remain neutral. We find some
who play the great game of trying to stay
in the middle in the fight between East
and West and try to gain from both a
special advantage. Our policy seems to
be that these people should not have to
make a choice, and to keep them in the
middle is a good thing. I cannot agree
with this premise for should the time
ever come when they have to make a
choice I would like to know which side
of the middle they would be inclined to
jump.

We give aid to Communist countries
with the thought in mind that we are
going to win them from the Communist
bloc. We insist that our goal in world
affairs is nothing more than wanting self-
determination for all peoples of the
world; yet by our aid and our actions we
help keep a dictator like Tito in power
in Yugoslavia. This to me is totally in-
consistent.

In comparing our situation today to
what it was at the end of World War II
and considering the billions of dollars
that have been spent through various
foreign aid programs, one could almost
come to the mathematical certainty that
the more dollars that are spent around
the world, the more precarious our posi-
tion becomes. It would appear that we
become inconsistent in our purpose and
direction.

It is no secret that this country is heav-
ily in debt and that the tax burden that
our people have to bear is very substan-
tial. We also find by comparison that
some of the European countries who re-
ceived Marshall plan aid and who have
made phenomenal recoveries economical-
ly do not pay their fair share of the
cost of financing programs and develop-
ment in the underdeveloped countries of
the world or the newly emerging nations.
We also find that in the countries that
they do aid they have direct ties and con-
ditions upon which the aid is given.
Could it be that their view of an aid
program is directly related to their own
economic well-being?

We heard yesterday that our grant
programs were gradually being changed
to loan programs and that this was a
step in the right direction. I personally
believe that this leaves the wrong im-
pression with some Members of Congress
and certainly with the people of the
country who understand that a loan
must be repaid. Part of our loan pro-
gram requires a repayment in local cur-
rency of the recipient country or soft
currency, but the repayment agreement
has a further restriction that this money
must be respent in the recipient country
by the United States to finance other
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programs for the benefit of that coun-
try, and that we can spend a small por-
tion of it for financing our embassy op-
erations and for other purposes, so long
as that money does not leave the coun-
try. It, therefore, might be repaid in a
sense of the word, but it will never find
its way back to the U.S. Treasury to ease
the burden of the American taxpayer.

‘We also find that we are going to have
to borrow a substantial amount of money
at about 4% percent interest to loan to a
foreign power at three-fourths of 1 per-
cent interest, who in turn will loan it to
an entity within that country to build a
plant and the loan from the foreign
power will draw 534 percent interest.
The foreign power will make 5 percent on
the transaction, while this country will
lose 324 percent. Again, this is carrying
generosity a little bit too far.

It was suggested yesterday during the
debate what a terrible thing it would be
to scrap this program and turn our back
on our allies and friends around the
world and leave them to the onslaught of
communism. Such a suggestion is not
only unwarranted, but a little bit de-
grading. We never have, in our history,
turned our back on people in need. We
have given aid to those who needed it,
but we have not always used the shot-
gun approach that we are using at the
present time.

It has always appeared a strange prac-
tice to me to include both the economic
assistance with the military in one hill,
instead of giving them separately to the
House, which to me would be a better
practice.

I think through the years we have
proven that we cannot buy friends with
dollars. Yet we continue with our dol-
lar diplomacy. We confuse our allies
and unfortunately tend to mislead the
American taxpayer.

We must indeed examine our position
and we must be prepared to vote and
then under our system explain our vote
to the people back home. I for one will
not remain neutral, for to me it is mor-
ally wrong to ask the American people
to make increasing sacrifices to finance
the operation of governments who have
done little or nothing to help themselves
or to give aid to Communist dominated
countries under the guise of trying to
win their friendship.

Also, Mr, Chairman, I intend to offer
an amendment later in the bill which
will deal specifically with our allies and
friends who continue to do business with
Cuba by sallowing their ships to trade
with Cuba. We passed an amendment
in the appropriations bill last year
which we thought would do the job but
it was not successful. The purpose of
my amendment, which I shall discuss
further under the 5-minute rule, is to
deal specifically with the problem of
ships in the registry of any country
which receives either economic or mili-
tary aid from the United States. It is
about time some of our friends in the
world who claim to be our allies, and
who are not by any stretch of the imagi-
nation to be considered neutral—to
change their policy and stop allowing
ships of their registry to trade with
Communist Cuba. It is a direct viola-
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tion of our President’s stated policy of
an economic blockade of Cuba.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATTIN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CRAMER. I congratulate the
gentleman on his announced intention
to introduce an amendment which
would deal with and stop shipping by
free world nations to Cuba. I have
drafted a similar amendment and am
hopeful Congress will put an end to our
aiding countries that continue to do
business with Communist Cuba.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

CHAPTER 3—INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

AND PROGRAMS

Sec. 107, Section 302 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, which re-
lates to international organizations and pro-
grams, is amended by striking out “1963" and
“$148,900,000" and substituting “1964” and
“$136,050,000", respectively.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR, GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross: On page
10, lines 16 and 17, strike out “$136,050,000"
and substitute “$120,000,000".

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am try-
ing to get an amendment that my friend
from Ohio, Mr. Hays, can support. I
am trying to get one down to his size
if that is possible. I am going down this
time to $16 million—only $16 million.
I would hope I could get a little help
from the gentleman, because the next
one that I introduce is going to be con-
siiclllerably higher in terms of cutting the
bill.
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. HAYS. I just want to encourage
the gentleman. If you keep trying, I
am going to come with you.

Mr. GROSS. I will be right here.

This amendment in comparison with
others that has been and will be offered
provides for the relatively small cut of
$16,050,000 in the funds contributed by
the United States to international orga-
nizations for various and sundry pur-
poses. The administration has request-
ed $136 million for this purpose for fis-
cal 1964. Get this. The administra-
tion requested $136 million for this pur-
pose, and estimated its expenditures at
$127 million. So it wanted a nice little
cushion somewhere along the line. I
contend that $120 million together with
an estimated carryover of $74 million
is more than adequate to meet all the
U.S. commitments to these international
organizations in fiscal 1964.

Incidentally, these expenditures are
in addition to approximately $85 mil-
lion contributed by the United States
as its share of the expenses of interna-
tional organizations. Nor does this take
into account the financing of the Peace
Corps, which also presumably provides
technical assistance.

Mr. Chairman, I do not care to be-
labor the issue. I think it is clear cut.
I urge the adoption of the amendment.
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Mr. AVERY, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Certainly.

Mr. AVERY. As I listened to the gen-
tleman explain his amendment, I was
reminded of the fact that I think it was
last April the press carried a story that
a subsidiary organization of the United
Nations had made allocations to Cuba
for an economic survey as it related to
their agricultural production. Does the
gentleman recall the incident I am re-

ferring to?
Mr. GROSS. Yes.
Mr. AVERY. Is this the title of the

bill that would make a contribution to
such international organizations as
made the allocation to Cuba?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. As I understand
it, this includes the United Nations
special fund.

Mr. AVERY. If the gentleman will
yield further, as I recall it, the United
States is contributing about 40 percent
to that particular organization.

Mr. GROSS. I think that is right.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I1yield.

Mr. MORGAN. I also want to be fair.
Does not this section bar any contribu-
tions to Cuba?

Mr. GROSS. Iam afraid that amend-
ment was watered down to the point
where I doubt that it will do what the
chairman thinks it will do.

Mr. MORGAN. I call the gentleman’s
attention to page 13 of the hill, line 12.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl has
expired.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Myr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask,
particularly the gentlewoman from Ohio
who I know has firsthand experience and
information on this subject, this ques-
tion. This section covers, does it not, the
so-called contribution to the Palestine
refugees? And if I am correct in this,
then may I simply call the attention of
the House to the fact that this is a prob-
lem which is at the core of the whole
problem in the Middle East. We will
never get peace in the Middle East, I
think it is fair to say, until we find a
solution to the Palestine refugee prob-
lem. I feel rather strongly that inas-
much as—I think again I am right—we
are giving 70 percent of that fund here
in the United States, it is time that we
looked somewhere for its more effective
use. We may have to drive a bargain to
solve this admittedly very difficult but
nevertheless important problem if we are
not to have a tinder box in the Middle
East.

I would like to ask the gentlewoman
from Ohio if she does not agree that per-
haps we should do something, and I hope
through this committee, to step up a
;-.olution to that Palestine refugee prob-
em.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. The
gentleman has put before us one of the
problems that has been brought up for
many years, and if we could find a solu-
tion to it, that would be quite marvelous.
I was on that committee; I am not now
and have not been for some years and I
am not as well versed in the details as
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I used to be. But I feel that in reality
this will have to be straightened out be-
tween the two factions. We cannot go
in and say, “You must do this or that.”
We have done altogether too much of
that all over the world. I hope that a
solution will be found because I agree
with the gentleman that it is a most im-
portant matter—the peace of mankind.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tlewoman. May I also point out that
unless you indicate in some way that you
are not going to support people forever
on a dole, as these people have been for
15 years, it seems to me somewhere along
the line we should say—not 70 percent,
maybe 50 percent—something that
would indicate some urgency that they
arrive at a solution.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I do
not see how the Palestine refugee ques-
tion can be determined for quite a few
years. Unfortunately, the Arab coun-
tries are intransigent as far as that mat-
ter is concerned. I have recommended
to the State Department that we should
gradually reduce the amount of money
that is being turned over to the organiza-
tion that is taking care of these refugees
in order that they may be made to realize
that there must eventually come a termi-
nation to this problem. Unfortunately,
not enough of them are being educated
so that they can go out on their own and
earn a living. But I learned this year
that the State Department, in reply to a
report that I wrote after going to the
area—that they are beginning to reduce
the amount that is being turned over to
the refugee organization for the purpose
of maintenance and support. I was ad-
vised that 5 percent of the money will
be used for the purpose of educating the
refugees and teaching them trades so
that they can go out into the other
Arab countries and earn a livelihood.
The intention of the State Department,
in my opinion, is a good one. Of course,
it is a belabored one.

Mr. Chairman, it is a very difficult
problem. I do not see how they can
possibly dispose of it shortly. There are
too many questions that are raised
with relation to the question. There is
no simple answer. Nevertheless, I do
think that we have made a start toward
disposing of the question.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Who created this refu-
gee situation, this camp of a million dis-
placed persons in the Middle East? Who
created it?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I think it was
created, as the gentleman knows, at the
time of the so-called creation of the
State of Israel.

Mr. GROSS. Who created it? Was
it not created by the United Nations?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. It was created in
conjunction with the United Nations and
the United States was the first nation to
recognize the new State of Israel.

Mr. GROSS. Why does the United
Nations not take care of it, then?



15576

Mr. ROOSEVELT. They are. But
the most important part, financially at
least, of the United Nations happens to
be us.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the international or-
ganization authorization of the mutual
security bill has always been approved
100 percent both in the authorization
and in the appropriation. Last year we
authorized and appropriated approxi-
mately $148 million. This year it is $136
million. These are amounts that have
been pledged to finance programs
adopted by the organizations concerned.
This includes the Children’s Fund, it in-
cludes the U.N. technical assistance pro-
gram and special fund, the U.N, food and
agricultural program, the International
Atomic Energy Agency, the World Health
Organizations, the NATO science pro-
gram, and other programs.

Mr. Chairman, these are amounts
agreed to by the representatives of the
member nations. Even though the cut
which has been offered by my good
friend, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Grossl, is a modest one, it is still going
to make us shortchange some of the
pledges to which we have already com-
mitted ourselves.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. Gross and
Mr. HAYS.

The Committee divided, and the tell-
ers reported that there were—ayes 134,
noes 167.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HALL

Mr. HALL. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HauL: Fage 10,
immediately after line 12, insert the follow-

“Sec. 107. Section 301 of the Forelgn As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, which
relates to general authority to make con-
tributions to international organizations, is
amended by striking out subsection (b) and
inserting in lleu thereof:

“*‘(b) Contributions, whether in cash or
in goods and services, and other payments
made by the United States for the calendar
year 1964 or any subsequent calendar year
to the United Natlons or to any program or
activity thereof (whether or not financed in
whole or in part by assessments against
member nations) may not exceed 33.33 per
centum of the total amount contributed and
paid by all nations for the calendar year in-
volved to the United Nations, or the program
or activity thereof, as the case may be'.”

And renumber the following sections
accordingly.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I believe
this amendment to be noncontroversial
except for those with pets and pen-
chants; that is, the intent is simply to
collate all U.S. spending to our second
foreign aid program via the United Na-
tions; and to delineate and clarify for,
first, our U.N. Ambassador, second, the
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director of the nonbudgeted extra and
additional programs established by the
U.N. parent organization, and third, our
State Department, the legislative intent
of this Congress. In so doing we will
quite properly assume our prerogative of
limiting the executive branch, namely,
the State Department, in their propen-
sity for and dispersal of, our taxpayers’
moneys.

As read by the Clerk, Mr. Chairman,
this amendment would clarify our
original intent. Broadly this would
limit U.S. contributions to the budget of
all organizations developed and devised
by that body to our currently estab-
lished—Public Law 82-495—maximum
share of the regular—assessed—U.N.
budget, which is 3335 percent. We are
now paying 32.02 percent and I propose
that this same limit be applied to all U.N.
assistance agencies to whom we volun-
tarily contribute through the U.N. or
AID, and that all hands comply there-
with.

Mr, Chairman, in the last 2 days’ Con-
GRESSIONAL REcCORD and in a letter to all
Members, plus appearance before the
Foreign Affairs Committee, and many
reports to this House the first 3 months
of this year; and as a result of research
into the U.N. diverse funds situation, I
have pointed out that we contribute in
excess of 33% percent to 10 of the 28
U.N. budgets. Isubmitted to each of you
a table indicating the savings that would
accrue if this amendment had been in
effect in 1962. It would have amounted
to approximately $38 million, and it is
estimated that based on the budget for
1964 it could amount to $50 million.

American taxpayers now finance the
UN.s myriad budgets and funds in
widely varying amounts—often at the
discretion of the State Department or by
virtue of their wiles in interpreting
through implementation, counsel, and
regulation our legislative efforts.

We pay 40 percent of the Special Fund
by special legislation. The same applies
to the extended technical assistance pro-
gram. Seventy percent of the U.N. re-
lief and works agency in the Near East,
and 100 percent to the WHO community
water development and research pro-
grams, I am certain there are those rep-
resenting special interest groups who
will claim that by offering this amend-
ment we do not love little children.
Nothing could be further from the truth,
and I submit that when we pay, and will
continue to pay—33%; percent of the
costs of UNESCO, UNICEF, and refugee
relief in the Near East we are doing more
than our fair share. Besides they have
their own fundraising activities, in ad-
dition. Actually, we have been paying
the same disproportionate share of the
U.N. Special Fund and ETAP since 1959.
We have paid 100 percent of two WHO
projects since 1959, without encouraging
any participation by anyone, excepting
benefits. Our share of the U.N, Palestine
refugee relief program has, in fact, in-
creased from 67.48 percent in 1949 to
its present alltime high of 70 percent.
As a physician, humanitarian, congres-
sional adviser to WHO, and one con-
tinually interested in the United Nations,
I do not decry the merit of these works,
or even our excessive expenditure to get
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them on the road. However, I maintain
that it is extremely important for us to
let these people develop their own re-
sources and build souls of steel, as we did
after the Declaration of Independence,
instead of feet of clay.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, with the
prosperity evidenced in recent years, and
the participation of a hundred nations
in these programs through U.N.—includ-
ing all the Communist and so-called
neutralist countries—we could logically
expect them to pick up the burden more
rapidly. Aside from the relative merit
of these multilateral programs, they are
not nearly so international in cost, as
they are in benefits. Nor has our in-
creasing contribution to them resulted in
any reduction of our foreign aid pro-
gram. AsI indicated yesterday, nations
will have the Santa Claus complex as
long as we act the role of the giver, which
is about to play out due to our own do-
mestic indebtedness, gold outflow, and
imbalance of payments.

In the case of the special fund and
ETAPF I have previously documented in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD examples of
substantial aid to Communist bloc coun-
tries. Total UN. aid to, or program
for, the Red bloc in 1963-64 includes 16
projects for Cuba, 30 projects for Poland,
30 projects for Yugoslavia, 3 projects for
Albania, and 12 interregional projects
with Red nations involved—a total of 93
projects costing $10 million.

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union con-
tributes no more to the special fund now
than she did in 1959. Her pledge each
year is for $1 million—Iless than the con-
tribution of tiny Switzerland—yet the
U.S. contribution to the special fund has
grown from $10 million in 1959 to $29
million in 1963. This is an increase of
almost 300 percent. Finally, Mr. Chair-
man, the Red-bloc contributions are in
nonconvertible currencies.

Mr. Chairman, if benefiting or recip-
ient nations do not criticize Russia for
paying less than its fair share, no nation
can criticize us for 